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** As the sonle of BuphMrbm was thonght fco Hue In Py^agoraa ; so 
the sweete wittie aoule of Oui£L liiMS in mellitluoas & hony-tongned 
Shaketptare^ witnea hia Fanua and Adonic, hia L/uerete^ hia augred 
Sonnets agiong hia priuate friends, dsc. ^ 

** As PlautuB and Seneca are accounted the beat for Comedy and 
Tragedy among the liUtlnes : so Shakespeare among y« English is 
the most excellent in both kinila for the stage ; for CozSedy, witnea 
his GfetlcrriS of Verona^ hia Errors, hia Loue labors lost, hia houe 
labours wonne, hia Midsummers nfght dr same, & hia M errant qf 
Venice : for Tragedy hia Richard the 2, Richard the 8, Henry the 4, 
King John, Titus Andronietis and hia Romeo A Juliet. Aa Epius Stole 
said, that the Musea would apeake with Plautus tongue if fhey would 
speak Latin : so I say that the Muses would apeak with Shakespeares 
fine filed phraae, if they would apeake English.** 

^ Palladis Taenia. Wits Treasvry. Being the 

Second part of Wits Commonwealth. 
By Francia Mores Master of Artc» at 
both Univeraities . • . At Jjondou, 1598. 
ff. 281 - 282 . 

*IIm s'agit de oet foorme cycle ahak^pearien qu^ra de Marlowe & 
Otway, toume comme une courpnne de chefs-d*oeuTre sauwtges 
autour du front du po^te ^Hamlet, et comprend tons ceux que 
lea A ii£ria.i« appellent les Elizabethan J>ramatists. Ils forment une 
legion sordide et merveilleuae, i^rea de faim, de Tin, de passions 
formidables, de Tie et de beautd, comme s'ils aTsient d^couTert en 
mdme temps la mdme aonree aacr4e par oh la j>odsie s’^chappa un 
Instant des entraillea du globe. . . . Quels aikcles et quela paaplea 
nous offrent des trdaors comparables k oeux-ol T — Mais o'eat une mer 
si sombre, ai farouche et ai pleine de tempAtea que lea demiera 
habitants de sea cdtes orfbnt k p^e approcher de sea Tagues pro- 
digieusea le aeln transparent deaquellea tourbillonnent sans 

cease toutoa les pierrerlea et toutes les ordures.” 
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THE AGE OF .SHAKESPEARE. 
BOOK III. 

DEAMA. 

CHAPTEE L 

PBE>SHAKESPEAB£AN DBAMA. 

5 1. Introductory, § 2. Lyly, Greene^ Peele. 

• § »^. * A'i/cZ ; Marlowe, 

i/§i . Mtroductory. 

John Heywood, epii,^rainmatist and writer of interludes, 
"liad been a favourite at the Courts of Henry VIII. and of 
Mary, and was probably alive at the beginning of our 
period. The interlude had been developed from the old 
morality play, in which the personages represented were 
not human beings, but qualities an^ abstractions, ; In the 
interludes of Heywood, Fancy and Folly, Sensual Appetite 
an*d the rest had given place to personages typical not of 
mere qualities, bqt of classes: the Palrdoner, the Friar, 
the Poticary. In*the early jears of the rqjgn of Elizabeth 
a great change had begun. Latin, Italian, Fre nch a nd' 
^aniah,, plays were, as Greene said, tl^rouglily ‘raked* to 
furnish the* playhouses of London,«even though*the inter, 
lude still lingered in the country districts and before nidei 

• II. B 
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audiences. 'A new <lrama, fq^reign in inimedia^ 
origin; imitatipe and experimental, springing np« , 
Mo(t of these plays have perished: only the most^ 
ambitions and the most experimental of them, as 
Edwar<fes’ Damon and Pythias (15d4-5) and WhetstoiiS’s 
Promos and Cassandra (1578) have surviyed. But veiy 
soon after 1579 there were signs that the exotic drama was 
about to bp^ fully naturalized. Lyly’s ^rst comedy was 
produced before 1582 ; and in 1587-8, with the production 
of Taniburlaine the Great, the great age sf our drama 
commenced. 

Few events in our literary history, as the historian 
Green points out, are so startling as this sujlden rise of 
the Elizabethan drama. The first public theatre was 
erected only in the middle of the Queen^s reign. Before 
the close of it twelve theatres existed in London alone. 
Fifty dramatic poets, many of the first order, appear in 
the fifty years which precede the closing of the theatres 
by the Puritans; and great is the number of their 
works which have perished, we still possess two*or three 
hundred dramas, all written within this period, many of 
which belong to the world’s literature. 

How is this development to be accounted forP It is 
not a mere question of process. Apart altogether from 
the question as to how far Elizabethan drama developed 
from the old interludes and how far its origin was exotic, 
how are we to account for the fact that a people which in 
1579 possessed in^drama only the interlude and such 
academic^ or feeble imitations of foreign plays as those 
of Gascoi^e an^ Whetstone, should widin ten years have 
arrived at the starting point of a native drama so extra** 
ordinary in originality and strength P 

It is difi^cult to say how far this can be ref^irredHto. Ihe 
national position of ^gland at the time. Under Henry .VIZ. 
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EDjj^laDd hM TO-eskblUhed its national governtnea^ trader 
Henrj YnX it for the first time fully realieed-itd ua- 
tional unity and ihdependenoe ; it had, moreover/ eod<|U6l^ ^ 
^ and nationalized its Church. The struggle had beea^bn* 
gerbus and painful, but the Elizabethan settlemeilt of the 
Church-had at length established a j)ractical uni ty, 
and concord. England ha^ successfully asserted its in^ 
dependence of any foreign prince or prelate. It had be- 
come self-conscious as never before, and lKr^^ pf its past 
and its pre^nt. Its developing sea pomf j^iave an in- 
creasing sense of security. Its freedom froin internal strife 
enabled it to concentrate its.energieB upon expansion in all 
directions In the monarchy the new-born self-conscious 
unity, the self-sufiicing isolation of the people, was sym- 
bolized and all but worshipped. In the great' Queen, 
always hesitating and never making a mistake, the pec^le 
had found a sure guide, and the fruits of her care and 
patience were n^ped in 1588. It is surely not without . 
significance that the year^of the Armada should exactly 
ooincide^with the rise of the star of Marlowe. 

There is another aspect of the facts that is also worth 
noting. In the reign of Elizabeth England was just 
entering on her part in that great struggle among the 
European peoples for the dominion and exploitation of tiie 
outlying and recently discovered portions of the planet, 
which still continues. The foun^tions of the Empire 
were being laid by Drake and Hawkins in the Atlantic. 
Circumstances had compelled the Ein^lish 'to look abroad, 
'to look to Ameriqp. as well as to France smd Spain. The 
mental horizon oftEurope h|d been expanding fofla century 
through; the discovery of the world, Simultaneously had • 
come the breaking up of the old f ornfs of thought by the 
religious developments of the century. The air was full of 
spoculatiou. With all this had’ come a now audacity of 
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mind, a sen se of freedom and of j)pwer, made itself 

felt ifrlTteratufe^lit once, as a contempt for tradition and 
as a creative impure. 

existence in the few larger towns, and above ^all in ' 
Londoif, of an intelligent but non-reading population, eftger 
for new things and for intellectual excitement, tended to 
concentrate the creative power of the time upon the stage. 
Into the capital came swarming a host of students from 
the universities burning to emulate the literary triumphs 
of ancient Greece and Rome, of modern Ital^ and Prance, 
of which translations were pouring from English presses. 
There were signs of a poetic, literature already springing 
up. It was the desire of these aspirants to Rationalize 
this poetic literature. For this purpose their art must 
appeal to the people, must be popular. The people left 
no doubt as to the side upon which their affections could 
be gained. Already in the seventies it was clearly seen 
that the stage, and the stage alone, furnished a field for 
the growth of a literature which was of its nature essen- 
tially popular while it admit?ed of the loftiest poetical 
aims. ^Men of talent — nay, of genius — soon began to re- 
spond to so splendid an opiiortunity. ) It was offered and 
taken ju,st in time. The completion of the work which 
the Tudors had to perforin led to the deliquescence of the 
old despotism, and this was followed at no long iiterval by 
the renewal of political strife. The growth of Puritanism 
was rapidly encroaching from another quarter upon' this 
oasis of artistic detachment. ♦ 

The more we'stu^y it the more clearly perhaps shall we 
discern ^e sharply-cut characteristics ' which fitted this 
one age of a small people in a small country to form the 
alembic of such a jnarvcllous intellectual product as the 
drama of^hakespeare^ « 

Divergent views arc held as to the genesis of the Shake- 
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spearean drama in England. Some authorities maintain 
the continuity of the developed drama^as exemplified by a 
^play such as Hamlet, with the old religious pageantf/of 
thr^iddle Ages. They maintain, in other words, that 
Miracle -Plays passed through moralities into modern 
Romantic dramas.' But this view is completely traversed 
by another school of critics who hold the diametrically 
opposite opinion, \iamely, that the Modem Di^ma did not 
in any way apse out of the Miracle Plays, but out of the 
study and imitation of classical plays in schools and uni- 
versities. In this view the efirly Moralities and Interludes 
stand in tfje same relation to the later Romantic Drama as 
the Fabulao' Atellanae and the Etruscan mimes stood to 
the drama of ancient Rome. Roman Tragedy owed no- 
thing to the Atellan Fables ; Roman Comedy owed nothing 
to the Etruscan mimes. Both alike were exotics, and 
similarly the Eliaabethan drama, on this view, is an exotic 
which, transplanted into English soil, developed thence- 
forth from its own root. 

The truth lies between the extreme views — probably 
somewhat nearer that first stated. No one contends that 
the development of the Elizabethan drama was unin- 
fluenced by external forces. The undeniable facts that 
the five-aSt form of drama was borrowed from Seneca and 
bis Italian imitators, and that it yas Italy which sug- 
gested the use of blank verse, would alone make such a 
contention absurd. But dn the other hand, is Eliza- 

• 

^ * Miracles did noC pass into morality plays ; nor did Moralities 
afterwards pass into dramas,’ sSys Professj^r HSnry Morley. On , 
the contrary, says Professor Saintsbury, * the Miracles did pass 
into the Moralities. The Moralities did pass into modem dramas. * 
The first vi^ is upheld with great learning by Miff Churtoii 
Collins. The contniry, with certain reservations, by Profossur 
Uourthope and Dr. A. W. Ward. 
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bethaa drama a mere nationalized exotic? At least it 
must be admitted .that it was into English soil that the 
exbtic was transplanted. That soil had been prepai;$d for* 
its reception by the drama of Hejwood and of ]6Ue. 
Should we have natjaralized the Italian drama if we had 
possessed none of our own ? « In that case we must have 
borrowed not merely a form, not merely an idea of drama, 
but drama* itself. Assuredly this is nol what happened. 
And during and after the borrowing proce%3 did not the 
tradition of the interlude persist? Is it asserted that the 
popular taste to which the interlude appealed, and which, 
therefore, it expressed, found no similar expression in our 
early comedy ? • There is, after all. no insuperable barrier 
between a diversion such as The Four F'$ and a farce with 
a moral such as The Taming of the Shrew. 

Between Tragedy and Comedy there stands a species of 
drama peculiar to England and of imtnense popularity 
and importance in its bearings upon our native dramatic 
development. This is the native chronicle ejirama or 
history-play — a species to which Shakespeare himself de- 
voted, roughly speaking, as much as a third part of his 
energies, and which is represented in the First Folio of his 
Comedies, Histories and Tragedies by a complete ^section to 
itself. Now we can trace the evolution of this particular 
species with a precisitn which is impossible in the case of 
the early Comedy or Tragedy. We can see the Morality 
first tinctured with,. History an^ so becoming an Historical 
Morality, and "then gradually shedding the Morality and 
assuming the J^eatures of thp Chronicle History familiar 
to us in King John und Bichard III. ^ 

In an Interlude >Ike Kyng Johan of John Bale (d. 1563) 
the transition from the Morality to the Histoly is elearly 
marked. In this play we have the abstractions of the 
Morality resolving themselves into historical character^ 
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Thus Sedition becomes Stephen Langton ; Priyate Wealth, 
Cardinal Pandulph ; Usurped Power, Innocent III., and 
^ so on. It is only a step from Kyng Jdhan to The Trouble- 
sm^ ikbigne of King John (the rude model upoi^ which 
Shakespeare worked), in which abstract characters and 
allegory altogether disappear, ^ and ft historical play, or 
scenic representation of History, in the Shakespearean 
sense becomes apparent.' We may fairly regofd the Eng. 
lish chronicle play as a natural development of the old 
interludes under strong foreign influencetfr^ * 

On the other hand, it is true that Italy gave us not 
merely a dramatic form, but a conception of drama that 
to us was practically new^ Prom Italy we derived the 
idea of a drama dealing not with abstractions and ethics, 
but primarily and directly with men and women and all 
the actual joy and sorrow of life. It was a gift beyond 
price. It is extremely improbable that the English chronicle 
play would have developed as rapidly as it did had we been 
compelled to arrive at thft conception unaided ; while, in 
that ca^, the development of pure comedy and pure 
tragedy would have been still later. But the plays wherein 
we found the expression of this idea, and which we adapted 
or imitated, were comedies or tragedies ; so that English 
comedy and tragedy actually precede the English chronicle 
play. Looked at on this side the early Elizabethan 
drama certainly has the appearancS of an exotic. These 
adaptations and imitatiom owed nothing directly to the 
.interlude, except perhaps an element %i CQarse farce. Tet 
it would be absu^ to say that they owed nothing to the 
tradition of drama in Englamd. • 

To develop fully the ways in which the changing con- 
ditions of Elizabethan audiences and Elizabethan stage- 

' For a fuller development of this part of the subject, see Felix 
Schelliog, The English Historical Play^ N. Y., 1902 . 
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craft worked with the influence of Seneca and his imi- 
tators upon the tradition of the interlude, would be to 
« tract the evolution of the drama in England during the 
secdlid £^d third quarters of the sixteenth century. * ^is 
task is not for us ; but at the same time it is necessary 
just to glance at tke conflicting factors at work. By 
Henry VIII.’s time the old Miracle Plays and Pageants 
had been supplanted by the Moralities, formed upon the 
same structural models, but laying stress upon the allegory 
rather than the story, and describing the Struggles of 
personified qualities, good and evil, surrounding the life 
of the typical man, rather than the incidents or personages 
of Holy Writ. In a shortened, condensed, andT in other 
respects somewhat modified form, the Moralities were 
supplanted by the Moral Interludes,^ which 
SterladM^ became the popular form of dramatic enter- 
tainment in the middle of the sixteenth cen- 

% 

tury. The motive of these entertainments was still the 
conflict between good and evil, but the desire of amusing 
the spectators led the dramatist continually to make his 
allegorical personages more human. Thus in the Inter- 
ludes, by way of varying the time-honoured horse-play, the 
‘old Vice* (cf. Twelfth Nitjld, IV. ii. 134) was introduced in 
the capacity of an attendant upon the Devil. He wac dressed 
as a clown, and was in a manner the forerunner of the 
Shakespearean clown aSwe see him in Touchstone andPeste. 

The best results in this species of composition (the In- 
terlude) are generally acknowledged to have been obtained . 
by John Heywood, whose quaint and'^'gatirical dialogue 

<• t 

' The greater brevity of the Interlude is accounted for by the fact 
that these pieces occupfbd the pauses of the banquets ensuing n|>on 
the more substantial part sf the repast. The name pibbably indi- 
cates merely a Indus between {inter) two or more players. It was 
applied generally to banqueting-hall (indoor) pieces. « 
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between the Palmer, the Pardoner, the Poticary and the 
Pedlar in The Four P's is not only a masterpiece of 
. farcical humour, hut also an invaluable, stepping-^one 
tou^l^ls the drolleries of Gammer Ourton's Needle (1553), 
itself the precursor of such highly superior farces as The 
Comedy of Errors and The Taming ofsihe Shrew, 

As an interlude in which* drollery was in the ascendant 
came to be called ^ comedy, so a morality whj^h exhibited 
more sternly the retribution for evil or the punishment of 
vice tended ^ develop into the tragi-comedy or * lamentable 
tragedy, mixed full of pleasant mirth.* ^ 

* Siimmad up, tlie dramatic movement from Interlude to Comedy 
may be thus recapitulated, in the words of Professor Courthope ; 

* The Morality, gradually dropping the didactic purpose and the 
allegorical form bequeathed to it by its old traditions, passed 
insensibly to the imitation of manners. . . . Hey wood was the 
first to make the interest of the Interlude depend solely on the 
action of human parsonages. The study of the classics suggested 
to Udall and Still the manner in which the traditional features of 
the Morality might bo blended with plots of the kind found in 
Plautus Und Terence. Gascoigne began the refinement of the 
dialogue by his prose translation of Ariosto’s comedy I Suppoifiti ; 
while Lyly carried this improvement still further by enlivening 
prose dialogue with his Euphuistic wit. It remained for Shake- 
speare to take account of these opposite elements, and by liis all- 
embracinS,' genius to create out of them the Poetical Comedy.’ 

A parallel summary of the development of our Tragedy may be 
given in the words of Dr. Ward ; ‘ Tragedy was derived from the 
mysteries and moralities tlirougn the transitional phase of the 
chronicle histories, with the ^immediate aid of the examples of [ 
• Seneca and secondarily of his Italian imitftorsjt Italian romance, 
but not this exclusWely, suggested a wider variety of of a 

cast dealing by preference with horrible and exesiting evehts.’ These 
subjects were partly historicarand political partly d^eSm; 
both kinds were seized upon by our early 4ragic dramatists. • 
our national history likewise continuejjl to furnish subjects ; and ' 
the Chronicle History remained a favourite species of dn^atie 
jBomposiiioii.’ 
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National as our drama undoubtedly was in its origin, 
its evolution from 1668 to 1588 was shaped mainly by 
• foreign influejicas. it will be possible here merely to in- 
dicate tl^e threefold ciiaracter of these influences as dei^v^d : 
(1) comedy ; (2) froinL3fiJie.Qa,; 

and (3) from the Koiiiantic drama of th e Ita lian Benais- 
sftnce. ' € 

A certaii^. number of features of thfr old vernacular 
drama, its rougli knockabout farce, and the broad jocu- 
larity of ‘ Madge Mumblecrust,* ‘ Annot ASyface,* and 
‘Tibet Talkapace,* arc welded into our earliest titular 
English comedy. But classical influence is avowedly pre- 
dominant in the play which Nicholas Udall wroie for his 
scholars at Wesl-niiuster about 1652. In this comedy, 
called Ralph Eoister Doister, first printed in 1667, with 
the addition of a conventional tag in honour of Queen 
Elizabeth, the two principal characters, JRalph, a pusil- 
lanimous,. vain, and foolish braggart, and Matthew Mer- 
rigreek, a needy adventurer and parasite, are types directly 
borrowed from the Roman stage • 

<rTen years later the Italian estimate of Seneca as the 
Moses of dramatic art was echoed in the play 
Tra^^ed^ of Gorhoduc, played before the Queen at the 
Inner Temple in 1662, and remarkable not 
only as the first English tragedy (with plot, dialogue, 
and action of the m6dem as distinguished from the 
Morality type), but also from Ijie fact that the authors, 
in their attempt (o bi' completely faithful to their classical 
model, discarded the rhymed metre wltush had hitherto 
been the sole dramatic vehicle, and adopted in its place the 
new blank verse Jwhich Surrey had just used for his trans- 
lation of two Books *of the Aeneid, and which seemed to 
• « * 


^ The Miles Gloriosus of Plautus. 
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tbem, as to him, to be the one waj of reproducing the 
unrhjmed measurer of Greece and Bome.^ 

(Tbi waj in which the Italian drama of the sixte^th 
cenfury supplied the playwrights of England not only with 
plots, btit also with a constructive model^is shown very 
clearly in the early and ^pical pfiiy, The Supposes of 
George Gascoigne, based upon I Suppositi of Ariosto, and 
acted at Gray’s Inn in 1 566. But similar exam{)les abound. 
Gascoigne’ sitragedy of Jocasia, which was written in blank 
verse after the manner of Gorhoduc, was based upon dn 
Italian adaptation of the^ Phoenissae of Euripides by 
Ludovico«Dolce. Eobert Wilmot’s tragedy of Tancred and 
Grismunda,^ acted before th'fe Queen at the Inner Temple in 

^ Seneca’s Tenne Tragedies were succest^ively translated into 
English by five scholars: Neville, Nuce, Stiidley, Jasper Ueywood 
and Thomas Newton, and collected in a single volume by the last- 
mentioned in 158h. The Italians took Seneca as their favourite 
model, but they soon began to modify largely — to disregard the 
unities, to draw plots from Contemporary history, and to mingle 
prose with verse, w'hile, in order to obtuin greater freedom, they 
began to drop rhyme in favour of blank verse (as in Trissino’s 
Sophonisha of 1515). 

It was mainly through the Italians that English playwrights 
derived the Senecan machinery of stage chorus, play witliiu play, 
apparitions, and so on. Perhaps t^vo-thirds of the plots of Eliza- 
bethan plays were taken from Italy. Our playwTiglits travelled 
hi Italy; Gascoigne, Greene, Munday„Loclge, and Nash certainly, 
and passibly also Pcele and Marlowe. For tho8e at home, guides, 
^'amniars, dictionaries aneW translations abounded. It is not 
wonderful to find Aschain complainings tha| Petrarch was put 
above Moses and ^Ife Decameron more highly thought of than the 
Bible. ^ I 

‘ In style and construction Tancred and Gismunda owed 
much to the Italian plays of Kucellai imd Cammelli. Similarly 
from the J^atin plays of Mussaius and Laudivio sprang the con- 
ception of those contrived by Legge and Gager, Alabaster and 
Buggies ; while to the tragedies of Cinthio and Mondella a con- 
siderable debt was doubtless owing from the Bangui^iary sensation 
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1568, was based upon the welUknown stoiy in Boccaccio 
which was simultaneously treated by several Italian drama- 
» tistsb' Ten years later George Whetstone’s Promos and Cas^ 
sandra, ^roin which Shakespeare took the story of ^his 
Measure for Measure, was acted and printed, its plat being 
derived from a stor^ which its author, Giraldi Cinthio, 
treated both in a novel and lb a play. Henceforth the 
stories of tl^ later Italian novelists, especially Bandello 
and Cinthio, came to be regarded by English playwrights 
as offering the best security attainable for the achievement 
of popular success. '.Two- thirds of the plots of Elizabethan 
plays were drawn from such * sources. Occasionally the 
material was drawn direct from an untranslatecl Italian 
original ; more often from a French translator or adapter 
such as Belief crest ; oftencr still from one of the Thesauri 
of Italian tales with quaint titles, which the enterprise of 
the London booksellers had put upon the {Jnglish market. 
These books were the Arabian Nights of the sixteenth 
c^tury. j • 

//^Thug^etween-i5j50 and 1580 the influence of Itfily was 
' suggesting to English draTnairsts an ever wider range of 
choice in character and subject, was furnishing us with 
plots and models and hints of stage devices, refining 
dialogue and prompting the adoption of blank verstS.^ The 
influence of Seneca did not go deep, and the uiirhymed 
metre was mainly restricted to productions at Court and 
in the Inns of the Temple. But^the Italian suggestion ofi 
romantic plots aqd fif/e-act tragi-comedies was gradually 
producing the sort of comedy which ap'J^ars clearly” for 
the first time in t^e plays of Grtene. 


drama of Thomas Kyd avd his school. Jocasta appeared in 1566. 
Gascoigne wr^te Acts II., ly., V., Francis Kinwelmerahe the re- 
mainder. In some of tlie choruses Gascoigne uses Chaucer’s seven- 
Une stanza with fine efi'ecv> 
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At the same time, another inhuence of •the greatest 
possible importance was in operation — a change, namely, 
in the condition of the theatre, by the growth of a class , 
i of habitual spectators and of professional performers. 

^ ITie details of the transformation are, of course, not 
: ascertainable ; but it is clear that during the generation 
that preceded 1580, the p^uiauent stage gradually dis- 
carded the homely properties of the movable platform; 
the nobleman’s tihll is superseded by the regfflar theatre, 
the servitor%er schoolboy by the professional player, the 
morality comic or serious by comedy and tragedy, and th*e 
clerk or court poet who wrote interludes by the professional 
dramatisUor playwright. 

The old-fashioned moralities were played by roving com- 
panies, at first in open spaces, afterwards in the banqneting- 
halls of nobles. Early, however, in Henry Vlll.’h reign, or even 
before 1509 in some cases, the great nobles began to attach per- 
manent troupes 0 ^ players (by origin choristers) to their house- 
holds. In the early days of Elizabeth the principal companies of 
these trained actors were Lor^ Leicester's, Lord Warwick’s, after- 
wards Lcft-d Hunsdon’s, and Lord Clinton’s, afterwards known as 
the Earl of Sussex’s men. In addition to the adult performers (all 
of whom were men) there were troupes of boy- actors, composed 
of the choirs of the Chapel Eoyal and St. Paul’s. When not 
playing Court or the houses of their patrons, these companies 
as a rule made use of inn yards, such as ‘ The Bell * and * Croas- 
Koys ’ in Gracechurch Street, ‘The BullJ in Bishopsgate, or ‘ The 
Belle Savage ’ on Ludgate Hill. Leicester’s influence with the 
Queen enabled him in 1574 procure for his * servants ’ a royal 
. patent empowering them to perform witiiin the city of London 
and throughout th^lrealm t)f England, prov ided that their plays 
wore licensed by the Master ^ the Bevels. |But the company 
was to meet with strenuous opposition to tho exercise of thesq 
privileges. The Corporation of London was tho determined 
enemy of the stage, on tljc double ground of the ^morahty 
of many of tho performers and their productions, and the peril 
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of contagion jn tims of pla^o. Aooordin(;ly in 1576 it iRRned 
an order that no tl^eatrioal periormanoes should be given in 
public within the city bounds. This order led to a prolonged 
coi^^est between the Corporation and the Privy Council, which 
ha*d a highly important result. The players, relying on ther favour 
of the Court, yet not daring openly to defy tho authority of the 
Lord Mayor, established themselves in permanent buildings 
just beyond the boundaries of t^e city. Here they were outside 
the jurisdiction of the Corporation, and yet close enough to the 
town to pertnit of both the citizens and the Court gallants being 
present at their performances. The temporary structure in the 
inn yard now gave place to permanent buildings in the suburbs, 
such as tho houses of Shoreditch (‘The Theater’ and ‘The 
Curtain,’ 1576-7), of Bankside, Southwark (‘The Bose,’ 1592, 
‘The Hope,* ‘The Swan,’ ‘The Globe,’ built 1599), and of 
Newington Butts ; in addition to which there was ‘ The Black- 
friars.’ The stage passed from a nomadic to a settled condition. 

Before the end of the century London was girdled with 
theatres, of which the most famous were ‘The Fortune,' near 
Cripplegate, and * The Globe.* In these playhouses a medley 
of influences, made up of the practice of the itinerant stage, the 
learning of the universities and tlte Inns of Court, the pictorial 
and scenic effects aimed at in the Court masks and pageants were 
focussed in a common centre. Tho audiences were composed 
of all classes, so that the dramatist bad to take account of various 
and often conflicting tastes in the composition of his play. 

As for the theatres themselves, the best of them were simple 
wooden buildings, round or hexagonal in shape. 
The Theatres Some of the smaller theatres were roofed in, 

and their but the larger ones stood open to the air. 

appurtenances. The performances took place, roughly speak- 
ijig, between two and five in the afternoon — 
in the summer, during which the compapies travelled from 
town to town, probably rather If^^^er ; but in the absence of long 
* waits,’ a five-act play and an afterpiece or ‘jig’ were easily 
eompressed into twe^ and a quarter hours, ‘ the two hours 
traflic of qur stage.’ Ajtrumpct was blown thrice^^and 'at tbe 
third sounding ’ the play began. A curtain, pr ‘traverse,’ on an 
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iron rod at the back of the stage, was used for amboshes, conceal- 
ments, or merely as an additional exit. Scenery was almost wholly 
lacking. Thus if a city or a forest had to imagined by the 
andience, a signpost bore the name of VeronW'Or Arden. oThe^ 
stage ’itself projected so far into the pit or courtyard tbab*th6 
actors were brought close to the spectators beneath anil around 
them. At the back of the stage was an ^ection with doors right 
and left. The lower part of ij^is formed a room for the acoom' 
modation of the actors. AboTe was a balcony or gallery. Dis- 
tinguished visitoxH occasionally occupied this, btft it was also 
used by the actors. On this balcony stood the citizens who held 
parley with King John and Philip Augustus. To this balcony 
was Antony drawn up. On it stood Juliet when she bade farewell 
to Borneo after her wedding night. Playgoers who could aHord 
the lnxui)r were accommodated with stools upon the stage; 
others might take boxes or rooms, just above the heads of the 
groundlings standing in the circular space of the yard. Prices 
varied from threepence, or less, for entrance on^y to about two 
shillings for the most expensive places in the best theatres. No 
actresses appeared upon the English boards, and all female parts 
were played by boys. Trained to the boards from childhood, the 
English actors were highly expert; the incidental songs and 
music w«re excellent — Italians alone could in those days com- 
pete with our native musicians; the dresses were choice and 
varied ; the lack of scenery was compensated by an amplitude 
of action, supported by a luxuriance of diction, of poetry, and 
description on the part of the dramatist. The ’ poet * in Ben 
Jonson's time got *ten pound the play,’ in addition sometimes to 
forty shillings for a dedication if the play were printed; but Ihia 
was seldom done .vith the company’s *conBeDt, so great was the 
fear of rival troupes getting hold of the text. As it was, a 
good stage-piece was often hlched, either bj means of steno- 
graphers sent to taike down the play, or through the unscru- 
pulous agency of impecunious actors. Ocof%ionally, however, 
books of the play (small * quartos ’) were sold in the theatre 
for a few pence.' Then as now people^ crowded to witness a 

' Bovoner or later quartos of all but the least successful pli^s 
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new play, eepecially when there was a chance of seeing in a 
new part snob actors as Alleyn or Burbage, Will Kemp or 
Nat Field.' And while the players counted on the howrgeoisie 
I for applause, they looked for a more discriminating approval 
from the nobles. The troupes were now noblemen's 
in name only, but many of the leading nobles were ardent 
connoisseurs of plays, and acting, atfSi courtiers of highest 
distinction (Southampton, Essej:) contributed large sums to 
playhouse treasuries. The leading actors were profit-sharers, 
and, as will *fiave been seen, they looked wAl after their busi- 
ness. There was indeed nothing amateurish ab^tt the Eliza- 
bethan stage. Marvellous as was the development of dramatic 
art between the accession of the play-loving Elizabeth and 
1688, the progress towards perfection in the matter of stage- 
craft was fully commensurate with it.^ * 


were printed ; a large trade was done in them, and already in 
James I.'s reign anialeurs had begun to 'c^lect' them. 

' Of the eaidy actors it is important to observe that the most 
noted wore low comedians or buffoons,, such as 'farleton, Wilson 
and Kemp, most of whom were adepts at farcical improvisation. 
Aiming first and foremost at popular applause our early dramatists 
had of necessity to provide these popular favourites witff suitable 
opportunities, which they often abu£>ed by introducing ‘gag* of 
tlieir own. Hence the strong and often exaggerated element of 
jigging and clownage in all our serious drama from Faustus even 
to Lear. (Cf. Hamlet^ III. n. For the larger question of how far 
the liLngUsh public of the sixteenth century created the English 
Theatre, see M(Szibrcs, Pred^cesseurs et Coniempmains de Shake- 
speare, .3rd edit, LSSl, 24-25). 

“ For full details on this iiitere.stin" subject, see Nathan Drake's 
Shakespeare and his Tirr^, 1817, vol. ii., chap. vii. ; .1. Payne Cof- 
lier’s of English Dramatic Poetry, new^edition, 1879; vol.i. : 

Annals of the Stage, down tc- the Puritan Revolution ; vol. ii. : 
the Drama from tlm miracle-plays^f the thirteenth century down 
to Marlowe and Greene ; vol. iii.; Lyly, Peele, Kyd, Lodge, Nash, 
etc. ; the old theatres And their ap]mrtenances ; and memoirs of 
the priricipail actors in Shakespeare's plays. See also*'Dr. Ward's 
English Carnatic Literatvre^ 1899, chap, iii.; J. A. Symonde's 

V, 
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The time was o neirf .daring ^xpazigion and of veheinent 
utterance. T he Englishman had thrown off 
insularity and was looking outwards ^ 
. ‘ into the world, and his vision was jiot ^et 
blurred and narrowed by Puritanism. nationalgenins 
was craving for popular litei^y expression. The over- 
whelming popularity of the •Stage pointed superior minds 
to the conquest ef the Drama, the empire o{» which had 
hitherto bee^swayed either by &igid pedants or by laureates 
of the inn-yard and the market-square. The conflict* 
seemed to lie between the popular drama, which was not 
literary, and the literary drama, which was not popular. 
As a whole, the playgoers with the Queen at their head 
were demanding situation-plays with ingenious devices 
from Italian novels, spiced with plenty of native English 
wit and with a large element of jigging and clownage. Of 
the vast majority of plays produced under these influences 
before 1588 we know little or nothing. The names of some 
of them have survived, but most of them have perished 
utterly, ^he playwright of that time did not mind mix- \ 
ing tragedy with comedy, prose with verse, town with 1 
country, kings with clowns, ^e set at naught the unities I 
of classical and i^'istotelian tradition. Sidney and his 
scholarljf^ friends laughed at the absurdities of the popular 
theatre. Tliey eschewed rhyme and hoped to be able to 
bring hexameter! into general use. (^'hey sighed after de- 
velopments upon Senecan lines, and wished to have 
.tragedy, comedy, and pastoral carefully discriminated with 
a due observance, the unities of time and place — such a 
development, in fact, as led^in France to the declamatory ' 
drama of Hacine^ The bulk of pl^ygoiug public cared 

Shakespeare PredeceasorSf 1884; Henry Writers,^ 

* vol. viii. ; F. G. Fleay’s Chronide History of the London Stage 

il559-1642), 1890. See NoTK, p. 53. 

* 

II. c 
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for none of these things. They preferred the rhyme of 
King Ccmhiees to the blank verse of Oorhoduc. They liked 
thAr playwrights to leap lightly over great intervals of 
tim*e ai?d space, and thought themselves ‘ill provided if 
they were not taken within the space of two hours from 
Genesis to the Day*' of Judgement.’ ^he public, indeed, 
were ready to follow a dramatic author of vigorous imagina- 
tion wherever ho desired to lead them.* These were the 
circumstances in which great leaders and_irnovators re- 
sponded to the nation’s literary need, and in which during 
the years between 1579 and 1589 strides of the greatest 
significance were made. In choosing great subjects for 
tragic treatment, in sustaining and developing the dramatic 
reproduction of important historical themes, in claiming 
for passion its right of adequate expression, in essaying 
however tentatively the art of dramatic characterization, 
Kyd and Peele, but beyond and above them Marlowe, not 
only gave our drama to literature, but encouraged it 
definitely to emulate the achievements of that drama 
which had conferred such a lustre upon the ancient world. 
For comedy, by facilitating freedom and elegance of foim, 
a service of scarcely less magnitude was performed by Lyly 
and Greene ; by Lyly in polishing dialogue and adapting 
mythological machinery, by Greene in harvesting' the rich 
store of national folk-lore and ballad to dramatic purpose. 

§ 9^ Lyly, Greene, Peele, 

The first of, this notable band of'^ whom we shall 
treat is John Lyly,' who iame up to Court in 1578 

» For Lyly’s life se£M., p. 114. Cf. Lyly’s Endymion, ed. 6. P. 
Baker, York, 1894 ;Xyly'8 Dramatic IVorks, edoF. W. Fair- 
holt, 2 vols., 1858; and Works, ed. Warwick Bond, 3 vols., 1999; 
Jo/in Lyly, by Albert Feuillerat, 1910, 
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and acted for manj jears as an informal assistant to the 
Master of the Bevels. 

The comedies of Ljly were for the most part actedi^in , 
, * the eighties and printed in the nineties* *of 
(1553-1^06) sixteenth century. The best of them were 
collected by Edward Bloiant in 1632, under the 
title of 8ixe Court Comediei, this collection including (in 
the probable ordei^of acting) Alemnder, Campaape and Din- 
genee — SapiiO and Phao — Oallathea — Endimion — Midas, 
and Mother Bomhie. Besides these he wrote Lovers Meta- 
morphosis (first printed in 1601) ; and The Woman in 
the Moone, acted probably about 1593, printed in 1597 
— another* pastoral, with an allegorical foundation, but 
singular among Lyly*s plays as being written, not in 
prose but in very tolerable blank verse. Gascoigne’s Sup- 
poses of 1566 had already been written in proSe, and so had 
a considerable pj^rt of The Famous Victories of Henry V . ; 
but Lyly was the first to write draiaaUc.pjma.which was 
at once enjoyable and effecuye. 

' In Lyly’s court comedies, the first of which can hardly 
have appeared later than 1581-2, there is no trace of the 
didactic tradition or of the crude popular methods of the 
interlude. His work" is^remarkable for its originality of 
form ’ and refinement of manner. His plays were acted al 
Court, and he was there able to gratify to the full his taste 
for erudite allusion and for curiosities of over-expression. 
]gramatic or hitman interest iaiu^jOP^ 
ticaliy none : he makes no appeal to'*em(^tion and hardly 
attempts characteifization. His playaar^ comedies of pure 
dialogue, depending for a^ractiveness ?n verbal fence, 
pleasant alltision, antithesis, pun, conceit* and simile, 
which, m the case'of^^aji/t^i, Endimior!^, and Midm, must-be 
added Coifirt allegory. They are ^luppet shows, literary 
‘ The "heafest approach to Lylyan conieily before Lyly waa in 
liich. £<h 'ardes’ Damon and Pythias, 1564, ^ 
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toys, Mvially though gracefully fantastic, witty, and frigid. 
In the midst of his quips ^ and similes he inserts witty and 
« pleasant Ht^IyricsT The chafihing sohg^ln^quatorzain, 

«. ' Cupid and my Gampaspe played 

At cards for kisses . . .* 

is Lyly at his best, and could not have been bettered in 
its way by Campion or Herrick.* 

Elaborate and extravagant complimeiit to the Queen is 
often inserted, and the following dialogue £ibm the alle- 
gorical Endimion (printed in 1591) is fairly typical of his 
manner. Tellus (Mary, Queen of Scots), who is jealous, 
asks Endimion (James VI of Scotland) if it be Cynthia 
(the Queen) with whom he is so desperately enamoured : 

* Endimion. You know, Tollus, that of the gods we are forbid- 
den to dispute, because their deities come not within the com- 
passe of our reasons; and of Cynthia we are allowed not to 
talke but to wonder, because her verlues are not WAtliin the 
reach of our capacities. 

Tellus, Why, she is but a womnn. 

End, No more was Venus. 

Tellus, She is but a Virgin. ^ 

End, No more was Vesta. 

Tellus, She shall have an end. 

End. So shall the world. 

Tellus. Is not her beautie subject to time. 

End. No more than time is to standing stilL 

Tellus. Wilt thou make her immorlall ? 

End, No, but incomparable.’ • 


' He himself de^nes the quip as * a short saying of a sliarpe wit, 
with a bitter sense in a sweet wcad.’ The lyrics wore brought in 
for his choristers at St. Paul’s whom he traineil for the stage. 

^ CampaspCt played ^before the Queen on Twelfth Day by her 
Majesty’s t^ildren and the children of Paule’s, in printed in 
15S4. Tt may have been given at Blackfriars, 1581. Cf. Gayley’a 
Bepresent, English Comedies, 1903, 1277. The lyrics may not have 
been Lyly’s, "They are not in the quartes. 
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It is just because t hey are RO that, Lyly* s 

* and im p ortautj^'lfeTS]!^^ 

^glisb drama. Topical pastimes rather than plays, they* 
are mere sketches. They will not stand dramatic apatoiny; 
but they have the form of true comedy, if not its substance. 

was the firs t to wri te prose comedy in England ; he was 
?!i®SL.the first, comrfdy purgedl>Tli31 ap^j to^ 

gross, popular^asioi^ele^ 4>£ ail old .English 

-SLUf . 9>®sth§tig.ftn^U^^ alone . 

Tt IS significant of Lyly's influence that Shakespeare 
should have studied and found him suggestive. A ta|J;^ 
for word fence, and quibble was natural to Shak^peare; 
yet Jf Lyly had not written, Lav^s Labour *8 Lost and The 
l!wo Gentlemen of Verona W()uld harSly have Been as ei^^ 
istic as they are. And there are more positiv(& signs that 
the great man tooE" hints from Lyly’s comedie^as he did 
ft 61 ^"WiilSv^u€$, 'TKeT^mggTh^hd p^ 

Tophas, c!t UnSimion, is evidently the prototype of Don 
Annado, and the burlesque constable in the same play re- 
minds uS of Dull and of Dogberry. Again the song of the 
f^ries^j|,]|jaut..j^n 

* him black and blue,’ 

“aj. hjlje su^csted.^^^^ late of Falstaff at the tryst of 
Herne the Hunter (though the idea^ of course,48 traditional). 

' pl ots are pf the utmost artificialU^^ That of his 

third play, Gallathea,^ is typical. Neptune, enraged at 
the destruction by Danes of a lemplq, inundates Lincoln- 
shire, and only consents to withdraw his waters on con- 
dition that the fairest and ^chastest maid of the land be 
offered in quinquennial sacrifice. Tityrus dresses his 

* It and its two predecensora are typicrfl respectively of Lyly’s 
historical, mythological and pastoral cesnedy ; Can^a^ deriving 
from Pliny (Nae. /fiat.), Saphohom Ovid {Heroid,, xv.), and Galla- 
dhea from Ovid {Metamorph,^ iv.). , 
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lovely daughter Gallathca iu male attire in order that rK© 
may escape a horrible fate, while Mel iboeus, another shep- 
hesd, takes a sijmilar precaution with his daughter Phillida. 
The two girls encounter each other in the woods, atid fall 
in love, eacli supposing the other to be a youth. The ever- 
mischievous Cupid ccxcites ardent passions for the two 
disguised damsels among the* Nymphs of Diana, who re- 
taliate by arizing and binding the little gpd. In the mean- 
time Neptune is disgusted at the virgin, nam^T Hebe, who 
is offered up to propitiate him, and refuses to accept her. 
While a fairer is being sought, Venus complains to Neptune 
of Cupid’s wrongs, and Neptune, finally, to mollify the 
attendants of Diana, the protectress of virgins, consents to 
forego his maiden tribute on condition of Cupid’s immediate 
release. Q-allath ea an d Phillida h ave grown so fond of each 
other that Venus decides to change the sex of one of them; 
the delicate question ‘which’ she leaves tojbo decided at the 
church door, and upon this the jday ends. 

The last play of the eight that we can safely ascribe to 
Lyly, following Midas and Mother Bomhie (printed 1594), 
is ‘ a wittie and courtly Pastorall ’ called Love's Metamor- 
phosis. The plot is of the usual Watteau-like artificiality, 
and the frigidity of the dialogue is greater than usual, which 
may be due to the oncoming and disillusionizing (Ad age of 
the author, who is generally supposed to have died in 1606. 

Robert Greene was born at Norwich about 1660, 
graduated at Cambridge (St. John's) in 
^^(]I660?592”^ and then, according to his own ac-. 

cyunt, went abroad. After some roystering 
and dissolute adventures in Fhince and Spain, he returned 
to England about 1580. Five years later he married, but 
after speiQding the map’iagc portion left wife^and child 
and settled in London. There he was joined by his friend 
Thomas I^ash, and supported himsoU by his flowing pen, 
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Until his final or deathbed ‘repentance' in August, 1592. 
He died on 3rd September, and was buried ‘ in the New 
Churchyard, by Bethlehem Hospital.’ In later life he 
accui^ed himself of a great variety of crimes ; but his workif 
are * singularly free from immorality or grossness, and 
in the absence of better evidence, we may well doubt if 
Greene was a man of inliergntly vicious character, and not 
merely an easily led and reckless pleasure-seeker of notori- 
ously irre^lar lile. Except that he possessed a lyric gift of 
a high or^, his resemblance to Villon may be taken to be 
very slight. 

Whether his normal dwelling-place were actually within 
the borders of Alsatia or no, Greene’s gift for literature 
was remarkable: his faculty for spontaneous production 
both in prose and verse was brilliant, and spasmodic and 
fragmentary though his literary output may be, we cannot 
fail to regard him with interest as one of the men of genius 
of exuberant vigour and vitality who straightened the way 
for the great romantic movement in Elizabethan England. 

Gree^ie’s fame chiefly rests, or at least deserves to rest, 
upon the lyrics that are scattered through his romances. 
Of his numerous novelettes and tracts two have gained an 
adventitious distinction : upon one of them, (1588), 
Shake^eare founded The Winter's Tale, and the other, A 
Groatsworth of Wit bought with a Million of Bejientance 
(1592), contains an attack upon Shakespeare under the 
contumelious nickname of Shakescene, dictated by a spirit 
of envy like that which Greene h$.6. displayed towards 
Marlowe in his Perimedes of 1588, when he apoke with 
disdain of what*!Nash called ‘ drumnfing decasyllabon ’ 
of blank verse.' 

Of his plays, with which we arc; here concerned, five 

• . ' 

' For his prose works as a whole see Bk. 11., vol. i., p. 120. 
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hare come down to us, and in addition to these five/ which 
are conjectured to have been produced between 1587 and 
1591, he collaborated with Thomas Lodge in A Looking^ 
• Qhfs for London and England (1594, 4to), and very likely 
had some share in the trilogy which went to the making of 
Shakespeare’s Henry VI. Two of Greene’s plays are worthy 
of special attention. The fir^ of these, The Monowrable 
Historic qf Eriar ^acon wed- Friar ^nn^ay, was probably 
produced in emulation, of plays 

deal with the very ancient fable (to go back nd^arther than 
Simon Magus) of a compact made by a man with the Evil 
One, Marlowe basing his play upon the German FausUhook 
of 1587, Greene upon a prose tract (of which nonarly copy 
is known) * dealing with the legendary history of Fiiar 
Bacon (i.e., Eoger Bacon of Oxford), his mjkgic crystal, his 
brazen head, and scheme for encircling England with a 
wair oF brass. If we conclude that Faustus was written in 
the autumn of 1588, we may safely assume that Friar 
ha^on was produced about six months later. Ther^^is! how- 
ever, no question of imitation, the two plays beings worked 
out on entirely different lines. Marlowe’s play looks for- 
ward to the terror that Shakespeare inspired in Machethj 

‘ (1) Ilistorie of Orlando FuriosOf based on Ariosto (xxiii. ), printed 
1694, 4to ; (2) The Honourable History of Friar Bacon and Friar 
Bungay f 1594, 4to; (3) The Scottish Historic of James IVth^ Slain 
at Floddcn^ based on a tale of Cinthio’s with a curious chorus- 
prelude, introduced by * Oboram king of the Fairies,’ and some 
comic scenes in which figures the excellent clown * Slipper,* 1598f 
4to ; (4) Alphonsus^, Ki^tg of Aragon^ a dreary imitation of Mar- 
lowe’s TamhurlainCy 1699, 4to ; (6) A pleasant ^concey ted Comedie 
of George a (rrefne,tl699, 4to. Alljihese, as will be observed, were 
printed only after the author’s death. 

* The Famous Historic of frier Bacon : containing the wonderful 
things that ^ did in his life : also the Manner of his deaths with the 
Lives and the Deaths of the two Conjurers^ Bungye and Vandermast 
{ap. Thoms, Early Frose Bomances). 
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Groene's looks backward to the o]d inomljtj;, with its 
well-worn bufEoQoeries. It is one of the l a st pieces ip 
w hic h the devil appeared in ^rp^ria persona upon the 
London stage, and the magical incidents are all descnl^,. 
not only without the Le^ of n,, shudder, but 

with the greatest possible joviality 9 .nd gusto.' Upon 
the original legend Greene engrafts the charming love- 
idyll of Prince Edward and the fair Peggy oLFressing- 
field, ‘ fresh mth the sparkling dew of the meadows.* Thglt!, 
is nothing srmbre in the action even where Uutakes us into^ 
the Friar’s coll. As compared with Mark T Zti^tus. 
like a tropical thunder-storm, intense, brief ,jind unrelieved 
Greenie’s ph.y haa all the leieiuelyUiaaul^oljai..^^ 
summer day.A 

Apart from the pedantic classical similes, which ho may 
have felt compelled to introduce in rivalry with the classical 
manner of Marlowe, and which come most absurdly from 
the lips of a dairymaid. Friar J?acon is singularly free from 
the irritating and contemptuous lack of finish wliich...dis^r 
figures much of Greene’s work, /'^n extravaganza, in which^ 
fun and fancy are blended with exc^Ient effect, it is^ot 
only agreeable to read, but with slight alteration might 
well be played as a Christmas piece at the pro'-^eut day.^^ 

In George a Greene he turns with the like happy result 
to another old English legend, that of the Pinner* of 
Wakefield, his merry encounters with Eobin Hood and 
others. This piece, in which the rustic hero, an honest 

. ' Bacon’s comic servant, Miles (nnmistakeably heir of * the old 
Vice *), rides off cheerily on tlie Devil’s back, havijig previously put 
on spurs in order to keep his mount in good going ; he expresses 
his intention of turning tapster in hell, which he conceives to be 
an exceptionally * dry ’ place. * 

“ Cf. Prof. J. M. Brown’s An Early Bipal of Shakespe4Krt. 

* Pinner or Finders keeper of the pinfold or ppund for strayed 
cattle. 
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yeoman, af(,er buffetinjy all and sundry, bluntly declined 
the proffered honour of knighthood — 

* Then let me live and die a yeoman still. 

So was my father, so must live his son ; 

For ’tis more credit to men of base degree . 

To do greai deeds than men of dignity. 

King Edward. WeM, be it so, George.' 

was evidently addressed to the groutdliiigj^, with whom 
it must have been no small favourite ; bulrits pictures of 
homely English life in the country arc perhaps the best 
things of the kind before Shakespeare, and the greater 
freedom of the blank verse, which often ends with an 
unstressed syllable, shows that Greene was already develop- 
ing a freer use of the metre which he formerly disdained. 

"What is best and most characteristic in the plays of 
Greene is the^poetry of his pastoral landscapeRnd his re- 
presentation of the^characters of women ; in bot h of these 
^respects he exercised an unmistakable influence on the 
genius of Shakespeare. Like our early masj;ers of the 
^ ndvel, he clings to one type of feminine ideal, the virtuous 
; and long-suffering wife, somewhat pale and monotonous, 
but still a prototype of Desdemona, Imogen and Hermione. 
In freeing tlie verse of the stage from pedantry and over- 
• loaded diction, Greene helped," as Dr.” Ward says, to wing 
the feet of the English 3ramatrc“'MhsV; there is yet 
another point in which Greene has a remarkable affinity — 
greater than that of his more original contemporaries — 
with his mighty successor: ‘His best plays breathe' a 
thoroughly national spirit^ |bnd they are instinct with love 
of En^ish traditions, English virtues, and English familiar 
scenes.’ • 

Geo?ge Peele was •the son of a clerk of Christ’s Hospital, 
and was edifcated at that school, whence he proceeded 
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io Broad^ates Hall, now Pembroke College, ’Oxford. He 
migrated, however, and graduated B.A. 
^ 1558 ^ 1597 /^ from Christ Church in 1577. Pour years ^ 
, • later he left Oxford for London, and* 'at 

first turned his graceful pen to the production of literary 
tributes and compliments in return »for stipulated fees. 
This source of income running dry, he abandoned himself, 
despite the warniijgs of his friend Greene, to wjrite for the 
common ph^ers. He resembled Greene in some respects, 
and Greene wrote of him in his Groatsworth as a fellow- 
sinner. His life does not appear to ha^e been in any sense 
a counterpart of his sweet and innocuous poetry. He was 
often put to humorous shifts for the bare means of sub- 
sistence, and he died distressfully in or about 1597. Meres 
in his Palladis Tamia (1598) ascribes a disgraceful death to 
him. Some eight years afterwards his notoriety suggested 
a label for a co,\npilation of extravagant practical jokes 
(in some of which a suspicious likeness may be detected 
to anecdotes of Francois Villon), which was styled Merrie 
conceited* Jests : of George Peelc Gentleman, sometime a 
Student in Oxford, A pastoral play by Peele, The Araygne- 
ment of Paris, was published in 1584. The idea of the 
play is the trial of Paris for error of judgement in giving 
the appte to Venus. Composed for the delectation of the 
Court, it contended that in merit the ball belonged to one 
Eliza, who ruled over (says Diana) 


* A kingdom that may well compare with mineg 
An auncient seat of kings, a second Troy 
Y-compasded round with a commodious sea.’ 

Blank verse (that has more music in it than the extreme 
monotony of the cadences would lead hs to expe^ is occa- 
sionally udbd ; more often rhymed fiietre which has a sound 
sweet and caressing, but withal as moti^tonous as *the 
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plashing of fountains.’ The shepherd interlude in the 
third act, in which parts are borne by Colin, Hobbinol, 
and Oenone, was evidently a reminiscence of The Shep^ 
hehrde^ Calendar, This contains the beautiful song':. 

‘Pair a^d fair, and twice so fair, 

And fair as any^may be, 

Tile fairest shepherd on our green, 

A love for any ladye.' 

One other pastoral play, at lea^st, by Peeb is lost to us, 
and it is not until about 1590 that we have his attempt 
at a chronicle liisiory in Edward I. (printed 1593), a very 
indifferent, production, which libels good Queen Eleanor 
in order to conciliate the anti-Spanish humour of the years 
immediately following the Armada. 

Another tiresome, windy, bombastical play. The Batiell 
of Alcazar, which recalls some of Maidowe’s character- 
istic faults, without the redeeming virtues, is referred to 
1592 ; it was printed in 1594. 

Peele’s next play. The Old Wives^ Tale, was (Printed in 
1595. This curious medley, in which Antic, Frolic, and 
Fantastic are three of the personae, has much of the old- 
fashioned interlude about it; it is for the most part in 
prose, but is enlivened by some very guaint catchy of song, 
and its high spirits carry off a good deal of boisterous 
nonsense.' The last play of Peele’s of which we need 
speak is David cmd Bethsabe, which was printed in 1599* 
but of which tfce (fate of composition is unknown. The 

fable is based xjpon the Old Testament «tory of David, as 

• 

^ It seems to have furnished Milton with some bints for his 
Comtrn, Peele’s Sacrapaiit and Delia being the originals of the 
Comas aXA Lady of MilU>n. A clown called Hnanibango emits 
some very funny * Dnb-dub-a-dab ' hexameters by way of cLalliiig 
the pedan^c Gabriel Harvey. ^ 
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related in the Second Book of Samuel» without' expurgation 
of any kind. Peele may have resorted to the Bible in*order 
to disarm the prejudices of the serious public of those days. 
The subject gave a fine scope to his very considerable g^t 
for local^colour. Some of the early speeches of Da'fid are 
full of mellifluous imagery : 

* Now comes my lover tripping like the roe^ 
An^rings^my longings tangled in her hair. 

To j^ her love 1*11 build a kingly b jwer, 

Seated in hearing of a hund/red streams. . . 

The cloying sweetness of Peele’s phraseology tends to 
monotony, hut he breaks away from this with striking 
effect now and again, as in the lurid death-scene of Absa- 
lon. In constructive power he was deficient, although he 
is believed at one time to have found employment upon 
the stage as a player. 

Peele imparted a certain luxuriant variety to his blank 
verso, though his sweetness is effeminate, and his pretti- 
ness too "often affected. Take, for instance, David’s de- 
scription of Bethsabe: 

* Fairer than Isaac's lover at the well, 

Brighter than inside-bark of new-hewn cedar. 

Sweeter than flames of fine-perfum6d myrrh, 

And comelier than the silver clouds that dance 
On Zephyr’s wings before the King of lleaven.* 

• 

Both in his smooth versification and in^s treatment of 
religious themes *a resembliJice may oftSn be traced to 
the manner of Clement Marot, whose Psaumes were 
published in 1541-3. The honeyed Cadences of Feele’s 
verse may4iave to some slight extent influenced^e early 
npitmer of Shakespeare; but upon the whole Peele had 
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little power 'of origination, and he contributed much lcs.% 
to dramatic progress in England than Lylj. Greeadf or 
^ Marlowe.^ 

§ 3. Kyd; Marlowe. .*• 

Tliomas Kyd, the son of Francis Kyd, a scrivener, was 
baptized at Qjb. Mary Woolnoth’s, in Lom- 
Street, on November 6th, 1558. He was 
sent to Merchant TayloA* un^ Mulcaster 
and educated above liis profession of scrivraer, which he 
soon deserted for literature. His accession to the ranks of 
professional writers, as usual, excited some jealousy, and 
^-Nash wrote in his preface to Greene’s Menai)hon of those 
who, leaving the trade of Noverint whereto they were born, 
busy themselves with the endeavou rs of art, pose as English 
g gneca s, attempt Italian translations or twopenny^ainph- 
lets, andTbotch up a blank verse with ifs and ands. Of all 
these offences Kyd was guilty, although^his blank verse is 
undeserving of such summary condemnation, and, marks an 
advance on earlier efforts. But it was as a t ra ged iaPiri^ 
that ‘sporting Kyd,’ as he vms iro|iic alIy ax?ldev ed 

hiis widespread fame. In 1587-8 he pr^uced a'pIfl^Tie- 
fore whicli the popularity of even Marlowe’s Tamburlaine 
paled. It was called The Spanish Tragedie (or ‘ tjie pitiful 
death of old Hieronymo ’) , and was licensed in 1592 ; but the 
first extant edition is dated 1594, while another"edition ap- 
peared in 1604 with extensive additions at the hand of Ben 

4 

^ Peele’s plays h’lve^been finely edited by A. Dyce and by Mr, 
A. H. Bullen. T^e divergence of two such ei^ellent critics is note- 
worthy. The former accords enthiisiastic praise io David and Beth- 
sabe ; the latter condemns it as 'a mess of cloying sweets.’ The best 
passages in this play^are cited with warm approbation in Retro- 
spective Bipiew, i. (1820), 349-357. All that is of most worth in Peele 
is contained in the thin volume (52) of lioutledge’s Shilling Uni- 
versal Library. 



81 


THOMAS KTI). 

Jonson.’ Lite Titus AndronicvJl^he Sjyftmfth Trarjedie was 
a tale of h c5iTors7Tii'"^at now oanTrans^ntTnB 

taste, anil although it excited the enthusiasm of the vulgar, 
it'^Uar Prided by the more cultured of its critics. The 
wits wcT^fond of parodying it, andjflie strange soliloquy 
of the hero, ‘Beware leronymo, go by, go by,* became a 
reguiaif catchword of the period. A similar expression 
greatly^ 1ir”reqn6Bt^^^a^ theatre-goers was /Hamlet, 
Revenge ! * til^e quotation being from a pre- Shakespearean 
play on the subject of the Prince of Denmark. It has 
been suggested that Kyd may have written this early 
Hamlet, which is commonly referred to 1587-8.* It is to ^ 
be noted that there is a Ghost in ‘the Induction to Kyd*s 
Tragedie, and that the revenge is effected by means of the 
device of a play within a play. /For, like Hamlet, The 
Spanish Tragedie represents an action of cruel and cold- 
blooded murder followed by a long-meditated and san- 
guinary revenge, ) Upon the same grounds it resembles 
Maribwe’s Jew of Malta^ in emulation of which play 
Professor Courthope thinks it was probably written. Mar- 
lowe provides plenty of precedents for rant and blood- 
shed. (^The machinery, the figure of Necessity and a 
/ghost, and not a few of, the ‘ sententious tags * Kyd borrows 

W— SS- ^ 

' There is also extant acnide, formless, and very hastily written 
Proem to The SpanUh Tragedie, dated 1605, and entitled The First 
Part of leronimo. The complete failure to dovetail with The 
Spanish Tragedie would almost suggest that it was not a genuine 
play-book at all, but an enterprising bookscfler’a venture, written 
by a very incompetent poet after a single visit to^he theatre. 

* The conjecture that Kyd the author of the original 
llarrUet is based upon the fact that Nash in his attack upon Kyd 
in the prefatory Epistle to Menaphon, make| the significant gibe 
that our ‘English Seneca’ if entreated could furnish^* whole 
Hamlets I sMbuld say handfulls of tragical speeches.* See the 
Tftiuable edition of Kyd by Fred. S. Boas, 1901. 
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irom Seneca— *j!pa ;lish Se neca read by.oandle4igfet/K’Mh 
jganS^Jiinu^ bad a keen eye for . dramatic ^Mtuatiop. 
His play is a blood-curdling melodrama* illustrati^ the 
vUlj^F'dbclime of ‘Murder will out*; but it,m not 
de'Ecient in either constructive’br rmagmative pcy^er, and, 
rhetorical as the verse is, there is a haunting emphasis 
and iteration about it which renders it highly effective for 
the purpose of rant. As might be expected, its imitators 
were many — among them the authors of Titu^ Andronieus, 
Hoffmann, and A Warning for Faire Women (1599). 
^ieronimo went all round the country in a ballad, and his 
success at home was fully equalled abroad in Dutch and 
G-erman adaptatio^ 

*^6 sensationalism chargeable to Kyd is also chai^eable 
jn a Iess‘“‘degtee'~to~Kyd*tf^ associate. Kit Mar- 

^'lowe. The Marlowesq ne d rama is not exceedingly refined. 

. There is a Jaint of extrava^nce about it. It lacks the 
wcomplStity and theipjofundity of life that were comii:^, 
and Btil][ more the humour^ the poGsH, tj^e wins^pmj^ess 
and charm of ^akespoarCan comedy.^ To produce an 
effect Marlowe drives kings in a foam and decimi^s man- 


kind; in Shakespeare a handkerchief is dropped and a 
greater effect is produced. "Yet, when all is said, there is 
a power and a magnificence aboii^^arlowe thj>t is itTe- 
sistible, and clearly marks him out what he is— one of 
the literary 
race.- Whetl 

march of hi ^ 

elemental" fpnje and simpfejj^^ gen ius wh ich spon- 
tSnwo^B^ finds great worda for the expression .pi great 
emotions. With his^. melodious and ihtoxica tipg iitpQn- 

^ Foi ,',pnfomporary references see Taming of the Indnot., 

JO; King John, XL i. 13/ ; 3 Henm F/., V. vi 06 ; Kvery Man in 
hia 1. i. ; Alchemist^ IV. iv. 


pioneers and great liteivy athletes of our 
le^it be mainly in the ro^ (g | | .j biB ver s ^ nr the 
3 mindrihere is about hiSlwork a certain 
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t»neitj» with his radiant joy in |he unaftainable,^^ 

lore for i^e Htetatnre. 

the jgd^roll of JEngU.^h Awrfv 

V Spenser to perceive the b<M.utjr of w^d§: He knowj 
much )nore about literature than about life. He* is aa 
much of an idealist^ as Shelley; m love with beauty a.n<^ 
J chanting and sound ; ^t without Shelley’s unfortii^nate 
Sesire to probe the problems of human existence. CHg, 
dirccts^his rodomoh^^^ not ..against ^priests andjy]ags» 
but rathCT in^aise of gigantic personalities, whosejgote^t' 
wills and Titanic passions elevate them to ^he-sph^e of 
demigods, ^n his exaltation of power and dominion he 
responded *to the new-born imperialism of his fellow- 
countrymen — their triumph over the twin giants of evil 
and oppression, as they regarded the Pope and Philip, 
their devotion to their Queen, their vision of boundless 
possibilities in the new world of the far west, their con- 
fidence in their island race, their firm belief in the great 
destiny of their country. 

^Like all^reat work which involves rude severance with 
library tendencies of old standing, Marlowe’s early drama 
, is characterized by qualities of violence andjsxcess^^^ It 
' has the defecte of the revolutionary spirit^ 

Kig tail in g in wiL itf hfimour/in patti o^ and in grace. 
It has not the wiTdT Lyly, the prettiness of Peele, or the 
humour and pathos that are occasionally united in Greene, 
y What Ma rlowe had was the intensity of genius, th e jie rce 
I originality oHEelSadvatoi% and a com- ~ 

| mand. of l anguage which can affect us as powerfully after 
p the lapse of three htindred ye^rs as when tl?e poet wrote^ 
No less important from a purely literary point of view 
is Marlowe’s position as instaurator *f popular blank- 
verse tragedji in Engird. The first*to address tS^great 
public in blank-verse measure, he did so, as a2>pears in the 
€1. P . ’ 
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Prologue to Tamburlaine, iu express contempt tor the * Jig- 
ging* veins of rhyming mother wits,’ seeking deliberately 
for emphasis by means of * high astounding terms.’ 

•.Interesting as they are in many respects, appraciation 
of Lyiy, of Peele, of Kyd, and even of Greene, w^iU always 
be confined to the, curious. Their works are not very 
accessible, and their readers #>are necessarily few. In the 
main, to the student of the greatest Elizabethan drama, 
they show what that drama lacked at advent of 
Marlowe, to whom they serve as admirable foils. Mar- 
lowe, on the other hand, stands out with increasing clear- 
ness as a great determining force in our literary history at 
a most critical epoch. As has been said of the penod 
1578-87, the literary drama was not popular, and the 
popular drama not literary. The literary and academic 
school employed as their medium a wooden and pedantic 
blank verse, while the popular playwrights oscillated be- 
tween prose and rhymed couplets. Marlowe came, and, 
by the infusion of passion into his work and the introduc- 
tion of his ‘ mighty line,’ transformed the chaotic medley 
of popular drama into the nucleus of a superb literature. 

Of Marlowe’s life and character scarcely anything is 
known — the sum total forms but a small 


Christopher 

Marlowe 

(1564-1593). 


fraction of the knowledge we possess -of 
Shakespeare. Christopher Marlowe, the son 
of John Marlowe, a shoemaker of Canter- 


bury, was born in that city early in 15(54 (two months 
before Shakespeare^, and was educated at the King’s School, 
Canterbury. J^e proceeded to Corpus ^hristi (Benet) Col- 
lege, Cambridge, where he minifestcd a strong taste for the 
classics, but no special aptitude for classical scholarship, 


if we udge by his version of Ovid’s Amores made About 
this time. Having graduated B. A. iiil588, h^ soon after- 


' Printed 1597-8. See Bk. I., vol. i., 90, 
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wards removed to London, where he attached himself as a 
dramatist to the theatrical company of the Lord Admiral, 
the Earl of Nottingham. During the four years, 1587-90, ^ 
Marlowe produced his four great tragic masterpieces, 
Jiurlam &; Dr. Fat^tis, The Jew of Malta, a nd EdwamTT. 
ffiTtwo rema!ifi5rg‘*j3ayB, T^e Maesacre^t Paris (depicting 
Guise and Catherine de M^dicis) and Dido, Queen of 
Cartilage (a juvenile composition completed by Nash), are 
preserved in 4 ^ very unsatisfactory state, and give us the 
impression of being quite unworthy of his genius. The 
exquisite fragment (two sestiads) of Hero and Leander 
was entered in the Stationers’ Books in September, 1593, 
but was not actually published nintil 1598.* On the 
threshold of a career that x>romised great glory to the 
literature of his native land, Marlowe was killed at Dept- 
ford, aged OJily twenty-nine. IiTthB^ register of the parish 
church of St. NiJfTiblas" appears this entry : ‘ Christopher 
Marlow slain by Francis Archer 1 June 1593.’ Five 
years later, in his Palladis Tamia, Francis Meres wrote : 

‘ As the poet Lycophron was shot to death by a certain 
rival of his, so Christopher Marlowe vras stabd to death 
by a bawdy serving man, a rival of his in his lewd love.’ 
Marlowe was in all probability a fiery young man, like 
his raptunes, ' all ayre and fire,’ and there is no reason 
for supposing that any special discredit attaches to his 
share in the affray that so unhappily proved fatal. ; As 
against the fact that (in common with the majority of 
the playwrights of his time and of youn^ m^n about town 
from that day to thi^ he sowed his wild oats wildly, we have 
to set the circumstances that, thbugh aman of humble origin, 
he retained the esteem of such sterling men as Chapman 
and Balei^, Sir Roger^^Manwood and Sir Thomas hisRiicis 

^ Among his fellows 'Marlowe’s reputation as a poet rested 
mainly upon Hero and Leatider, and Uis solitary yet famops lyric^ 
Cofne live with me. . • ^ s. 
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Walsingham. What then was the reason for the inTariahle 
shake' of the head with which the name of * poor Marlowe ’ 
came to be mentioned by his contemporaries. 
ha^ only quite recently afforded us the Bolution^^pie 
reasoif was that at the time of Marlowe’s death it wa^^ing 
whispered all over London that he was a most dangerous 
atheist — ^a synonym in the iq^casingly Puritan mind of the 
nation for^a devil incarnate^ 

, In the loose talk of the Elizabethans, anti-trinitarian 
opinions, ‘ horrible ’ blasjjhemy and atheism w^e practically 
indistinguishable; and it is now known that Marlowe’s 
I atheism was his enemies’ opprobrious synonym for heterodox 
views, often, no doubt, loosely and indiscreetly expressed. 
The extravagant utterance of some of his views, when 
‘ under the shadow of the vine,’ probably led to the interest 
which we know that in 1593 (or the last year of the poet’s 
life) the Privy Council had begun to manifest in the 
opinions of Marlowe and his coterie. *In their anxiety to 
stamp out blasphemy, the Council seized one of Marlowe’s 
intimates, Thomas Kyd, the dramatist, and prepjired to lay 
hands upon the more prominent offender. A few days 
before the brawl in which Marlowe met his death they suc- 
ceeded in discovering among Kyd’s papers ‘some vile 
heretical conceii^tes,’ denying the Deity of Jesps Christ, 
which the prisoner affirmed that he had from Marlowe. 
The latter seems, in effect, to have shared the Unitarian 
views for which a graduate of Cambridge, Francis Kett, 
had been burnt to death at Norwich in 1589. He de- 
fended his views (to which he may very likely have given 
expression in writing) in a a<^rious and methodical argu- 
ment. It is but too likely that if he had survived that 
fa^a.1 ^t of June< it would have j^one hardlj|||with the 
dramatist. Kyd, who^remained undfS^the bantofme Privy 
(ieuncil, managed to transfer to his deceased friend the 
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chief responsibility for his ' blasphemcus * opinion^; the 
unfortunate man was nevertheless put to the torture, and 
though, when nothing further could be extracted from hinC 
he sdfems to have been set at liberty, he appears to have 
remained under a cloud, and it is known that his career 
closed while he ^as still in ^ state of gloom and despond- 
ency. Such were the vague accusations, which, heightened 
and exagge^ted % the censorious tongues of the seven- 
teenth century, involved the reputation of Marlowe in an 
unmerited eclipse of over three centuries* duration. ‘ Kit* 
Marlowe was a leading spirit among a group of writers for 
the stage whose lives, we have little reason to doubt, were 
far from exemplary ; the accumulation of evidence hft.s 
left us equally little ground for supposing that the life of 
Marlowe was exceptionally wicked or depraved. 

To Greene’s Menaphon of 1589 Nash contributed an 
epistle to university students, in which he ridicules ‘ those 
idiote art masters who intrude themselves to our eares 
as the £^cumists of eloquence; who (mounted on the 
stage of arrogance) think to outbrave better pens with the 
swelling bombast of a bragging blank verse.’ Greene and 
Nash were the self-constituted bullies who attacked every 
new-com^r among the small corporation of playwrights; 
and these remarks were clearly aimed at Marlowe, who had 
stamped bragging blank verse as his own, and in the defiant 
prologue to Tamhurlaine had in 1587-8 thrown the gauntlet 
ddwn for rhyming mother wits to pickmp if they chose.^ 

■ ^he t ena^^chemist was well applied tq Marlowe. He 

* * From jigging veins of rhyming mother wits, 

^ conceits as clownage keep&iin pay, 

Wwij^lead yon tethe stately tent of war, 

Where you shall hear the Scythian Tamborlaine 
Threatening the world with high astounding tengs, 

* And scourging kingdoms with his conquering IwwA* 
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borrowed the unrliyined metre of the peUauts and rendered 
it acceptable to the popular element in the audience. He 
took the romantic themes of the playwrights who catered 
for the popular element, and rendei*ed them palatable to 
the scholarly part of his audience in defiance of the set 
rules and the unities of antique and clas^cal models. \This 
was the alchemy by which he transmuted the base metal of 
such productions as Oorhoduc or The Misfortunes of Arthur 
into the gold ore of Edward II,, a play whifli, in Lamb’s 
opinion, furnished hints that Shakespeare scarce improved 
in his Bichard II, 

^ It would of course be incorrect to say that Marlowe in- 

, troduced blank verse into England, much 

The introduction . 

of Blank Verse ^ iB^vented ity He 

was not even the first to adapt it to the 
purposes of the English drama. Ygt Marlowe’s blank 
verse was truly a new thing. Surrey ftnd the authors of 
Gorhoduc, misled by classical usage, had aimed at com- 
posing blank verse upon the model of Greek iambics. 
Confusing accent with quantity,, they regarded accentuated 
and unaccentuated syllables as respectively long and short. 
^Hence the object was to eiid each line with a strongly 
accentuated syllable, immediately preceded by^ one that 
was unaccentuated ; in the rest of the line un accentuated 
and accentuated syllables occurred alternately. Then, to 
complete^the stiff monotony, at the end of each verse came 
a pause, ^hich effectually excluded all freedom of move- 
ment. ^ele. Indeed, had done a good deal to vary the 
pause and the* accent and bjreak the monotony of the end- 
stopt lines.^ But Marlowe with his Tamhurlaine freed the 

for instance, Paris’s vindication of himsell ; 

‘ First, then, arraigned of partiality ^ 

Paris replies ** Unguilty of the fact ” ; 
c Uis reason is because he knew no more *' 
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metre at one stroke from useless mechanical trammels and 
conventional restraints. He thus first vindicated for blank 
verse the * sovereignty which it has since retained amon^ 
Engljjsh dramatic metres, together with the ascepdahey 
which it has acquired among metres employed in other 
branches of Engj^ish poetic composition. ^ This he achieved 
with a rapidity and complAeness to which it would be 
difficult, if not injpossible, to find a parallel nn literary 
history.* * She sonorous roll of the verse in Tamburlaine 
left much to be desired in the way of vanety. Subse- 
quently Marlowe learned to breathe sweetness and softness 
into his ‘ mighty line.’ His ‘ music, in which there is no 
echo of any man’s before him,’ found its own echo in the 
harmonies o^. Shakespeare and Milton. He not only 
* guided Shaki^peare into the right way of work,’ but he 
also tutored the whole body of contemporary dramatists 
in a similar direction, so that as long as the Elizabethan 
impulse lasted, the English drama, having once quitted 
rhyme in the early nineties of the sixteenth century, 
did not return to it again. The writers who used blank 
verse before 1587 wrote it as they would write heroic 
couplets, omitting only the rhyme. One has only to read 
the least vigorous of the speeches of Tamburlaine to per- 
ceive at •once the stupendous change wrought by Mar- 
lowe. A metrical system as mechanical as wood and iron 
could make it is changed incontinently into one of almost 

Fair Venus Ceston than Dame Juno’s mace 
Nor never«Baw wise Pallas’ crystal sliiald. 

Then as 1 looked, I loeed and liked att once. 

And as it was referred from them to me 
To give the prize to her whose benuty best 
1^ fancy did command, so did I praise 
And judge as might my dazzled eyes discern.* 

Cf. Ward. English Dramatic Literature, 1899^ i.« 361. 
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uiilimitod flexibility and power. Shakespeare 'absorbed 
the mighty line, and gave it out again with its familiar 
c{Ldences in Borneo and Juliet, and later with many broad 
and Kvely modifications, {jt has become the life-blood of 
our literature : J!d^aclawa!a.-place is thus At. the heart of 
English poetry and his pulses still thrill/in our rerse.’ ^ 
The three most distinctive plays of Marlowe might well 
be termed a trilogy of Lust^s Tambvvlaine illuB- 

trates the lustol boundless conquest ; 
boundless knowledge ; The Jew of Malta^ the lust of bound-^ 
less wealth. The theme of each is the operation of the 
IfUergy tind will-power of man under the dominion of a 
superhuman lust. The minor characters are naught; all 
the interest is absorbed by the chief figures. Beings devoid 
of conscience, remorse or humour, these are monsters rather 
than human beings. Just as the Macchiavellian prince or 
the economic man, so these creations* of Ma^owe’s have 
much in them of the mere abstraction, /it was as if the old 
‘ morality ’ leapt up fiercely in its last^xpirin^ struggle. 
It was, nevertheless, Marlowe more than any single man 
who, by the transfusion of the blood of passion, utterly 
transformed while he reinvigorated the, national drama as 
it had survived from the Middle Ages. ^ 

Marlowe’s first play, Tamhurlaine, was actei in IfiSS, 
possibly in It is a dramatization 

Taniburlaine, of the conquests of Timur, or, as Mhrlowe 
cal^ him, Tamburlaine the Great, a Scythian 
shepherd who conquers Alexander’s empire, and whose 
triumphant pibgress is as rqthless as it is irredstible. The 

' See Sritannica, 9th ed., Art. Marlowe, by A. 0. Swin- 

bhthefcv , ' 

* The two parts of TUmburlaine the Oreoi^ fermhig a 'tragedy 
in ten ac^,’ each act with its 'orc^ of corpses,' Were pttblisheil 
together anonymously, in 1590. , 



TAMBtTRLAINfi. 


41 


first part concludes with a single act of clemency to the 
Soldan of Damascus, who happens to be the father of the 
conqueror's inamorata : 

• 

* Zenoorate, lovelier tlian the love of Jove, 

Brighter than is the silver Bhod^e, 

Fairer thin whitest sn^w on Scythian hills, — 

Thy person is more worth to Tamburlaine 
Than the possession of the Persian crown, * 

Which gracious stars have promised at my birth* 

A hundred Tartars shall attend on thee, 

Mounted on steeds swifter than Pegasus . . • 

With milk-white harts upon an ivory sled 
Thou shalt be drawn amidst the frozen pools 
And scale the icy mountains’ lofty tops, 

Which with thy beauty will be soon resolved. 
My^artial prizes with five hundred mcn^ 

Won on the fifty-headed Volga’s waves 
Shall we ail offer to Zenocrate 
And then myself to fair Zenocrate.’ 

Marlowe Obtained his material chiefly from Pedro Mexia’s 
Spanish Life of Timur, coiitaiued in his Silva, published at 
Madrid in 1543. and translated into English in 1571 {a^ud 
Fortescue’s The Foreste), He appears to have supple- 
mented fhis source by the help of the Vita Magni Tamer-* 
lanie (1551) of Petrus Perondinus with hints of Persian 
effeminacy derived from classical writers such as Hero- 
dotus and Xenophon. Tamburlaine enters at sc. u.« 
and completely dominates the scene thenceforth. It was a 
trying part for any actor; yet Ned Alleyn, then barely 
twenty-two, achieved in it^the first of those triumphs 
which egxned him the title of Boscius of the Elizabetl^ 
stage. CXhe popularity of the pie^ must have 
]nen8e.^T&e sublime fervour of the rodomoatade more 
than oompensated the groujj^dlings for the absence of 
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rhyme. The specimen quoted above, though surpassed in 
every way by the oft-quoted passages on Ambition (ii. 7) 
and Beauty (v. 1), or the lines: 

% * Ib it not brave to be a kin^r, Techelles f ' 

Usumcasane and Thenmadas, 

Is it not passing brave to be a kin^f 
And ride in triumph ^through Persepolis?’ 

IS yet thoroughly typical of the movement o^ the play from 
one purple patch to another through wilderness of bar- 
^baric extravagance. 

It is ‘ difficult to overrate the importance of Tamhurlaine 
in the history of the English drama.’ The genius of 
Shakespeare, working upon the materials and models 
afforded by Lyly, Greene, Pecle, Kyd, and the others, 
would have evolved the Eomantic Drama in England there, 
is little doubt, without the intervention of Marlowe;^) 
Nevertheless the great stroke by which we were preserved 
from the numbing regimen of two and a half centuries of 
frigid classical drama (such as obtained in France until 
<he great emancipation wrought by Hernani) was brought 
about by Tamhurlaine, Like Marlowe’s other plays, Tam- 
hurlaine is a one-man, one-part piece. The terrific figure 
of the hero moves through it like an avalanche. *Language 
appalling and astounding, yet in a high degree grand and 
poetic, pours from his lips in blank verse metrically superb, 
yet unimpeded in its flow by the accidents of metre. The 
incidents of the pldy are of correspondingly sensational im- 
port. Tamhurlaine pauses occasionally for breath, and in 
the intervals of ornate rhetcfric or furious invective utters 
orders for the slaughter of garrisons, the execution of 
ctthlaHaius, the caging of Bajazet, whom he feeds like an 
animal through the bars of his cage, the razing and deso- 
lation of cities and territories over which he has swept lilje 
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A pestileDce. fie drives a chariot drawn bj captive kings. 

* Hola, je pampered jades of Asia ! ’ he cries, as he scourges 

the novel coach-horses. * Crouch, je kings, and tremble 
whep you hear the scourge ’ : ^ •* 

* What I can ye draw but twenty inilos a day « • • 

To make ton fierce, and fit my a^f^etite 
You shall be fed with fitsh as raw as blood, 

And drink palls the strongest muscadel ; • 

If you can live with it, then live and draw 
My chariot swifter than the racking clouds ; 

If not, then die like beasts, and fit for naught 
But perches for the black and fatal ravens.* 

In spite of this regimen the jadeS are found broken -winded, 
and are taken out smoking to be hung, two * spare kings * 
being bridled and bitted in their room. Thus he drives 
furiously to. the siege of Babylon. ‘ Drown them all,' he 
shouts, concernkig the inhabitants, men, women, and 
children. His sons’ legacy is to rifle the kingdoms he 
leaves unsacked. In the meantime he will try and exhaust 
death bf the amount of slaughter he perpetrates. ‘ Give 
me a map, then let me see how much is left for me to con- 
quer all the world/ He cuts his arm to show his son that a 
wound is nothing. * Blood is the god of war’s rich livery .J 
When fix spite of the lesson one of the sons lingers in tire 
camp during a battle, he breaks out : 

‘ Scum and tartar of the elements. 

Image of sloth and picture sf a slave.* 

* Witness, ye cankered curs of Asia,* he says, as he sheathes 

his dagger in his child, and^so on, and so on, until, having 
reached the limits of despotic fury and having uttered 
a frenzied defiance of death, he dies. ^**'**^ 

Like one of the grotesque scenes in Kyd’s Spanuik 
, Tragedie^ the episode of the harnessed monarchs of Asia 
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was long a source of merriment to the Elizabethan play- 
goer/ Bat there is more ground for wonder than amuse- 
ment in the f^ct that, even amid all this shocking bom- 
bast and clap- trap, the splendour of Marlowe’s literary 
and poetic faculty is everywhere discernible. 

It would have seemed impossible fy the author of 
Tamhurlaine to eclipse that •piece in popular estimation ; 
yet his next production threw into ,yet stronger relief 
than its predecessor the transcendent genius* of Marlo we. 
Pre-eminently bold was his choice of material for his next 
play — the old story of a man’s contract with the devil. 

The bold are proverbially fortunate. Marlowe found a 
fine setting of the old fable ready to his 
story had crystallized round 
Dr. Paustus (fl. 1520), a strolling necro- 
mancer of South Germany, the successor of the great 
Rhineland wizards as they were reputed, Tntheim, Para- 
celsus, and Cornelius Agrippa. The legend, of Faustus 
went on growing and being improved until it was worked 
up into a connected Life and Adventures of Dr, Johann 
Faust, Master of the BlacJc Art, with how he sold himself to 
the Devil, printed at Frankfurt in 1687. The life of such 
a famous magician could not fail to be popular ; it had a 
large sale and was promptly translated from German into 
various tongues. The early copies of little books of this kind 
are specially apt to be thumbed out of existence, and the 
first version that no^r exists in England is dated 1592 ; but 
this is expressly described as a new and amended edition. 

^ Cf. 2 Henry IV,, II. iv. 178, Jhd Ben Jonson’s Discoveries, A 
chariot drawn by crowned kings had previously been introduced in 
Gasv^^a^’s Jocasta, Bumb Show to Act II. Marlowe’s ^w, too, 
with hisbig nose is often veferred to, and in the ifsrr|t Wives is an 
allusion to Mephisto. With the * Helen ’ pfusage in Faustus, of, 
TraUus, TI. U. 82. ^ 
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That used by Marlowe ' was probably dated 1587-8. Ths 
Tragiccdl HUtory of Dr. Fauetua, as Marlowe’s play was 
called, became very popular both in England and by means 
of translations in Germany and the Low Countries. It^ 
kept Marlowe’s fame alive in Germany down to*<l829» 
when Goethe excj^aimed, ‘How greatly ^it is all planned!* 
He had thought ef translating it : he was fully aware that 
Shakespeare did not stand alone. There is less^ declama- 
tion in Faustus th£fti in Tamhurlaine ; the verse is some- 
what freer; there is rather more dramatic variety and 
much more human feelings with a considerable leaven of 
natEoir*^ Tfhe dictum that it is ‘ greatly planned * does not 
seem particularly apposite, if that be precisely what Goethe 
said. The planning is mainly that of the obscure writer 
who produced the Faust-book at Frankfurt. There is 
remarkably little shaping of materials into dramatic form. 
As with Ta/inburlaine, it is a succession of scenes, some 
greater than any in that piece, others much more trivial. 
First enters Chorus who makes a speech and then draws a 
curtain, discovering Faustus, seatefS in his study, meditat- 
ing that, in contrast to the limitations of human knowledge, 

' These metaphysics of magicians 
And necromantic hooks are heavenly.* 

Then come his visions of magical power in a passage 
which gived the keynote of his ambition : 

■ 

^ It is plain that Marlowe followed the^xt of the old Fauat- 
i)ook pretty closely, and that the English version was from the first 
edition of the German, before th%additions of 1.590. In hook-form 
the editio princeps of Marlowe’s play is the quarto of 1604, re- 
publifihed with slight changes in 1009. There is a later versio n, 
altered at!d expanded, dated 1016, and incorporating work 
hands (largefjp' buffooneries by Rowley), though preserving 

portions of Marlowe'S original work omitted in the quarto of 1604, 
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* How am I glutted with conceit of this ! 

Bhall I make spirits fetch me what I please. 

Resolve me of all ambiguities, 

Perform what desperate enterprise J will ? 

^ I'll have them fly to India for gold, * 

Ransack the Ocean for orient pearl. 

And search af^l comers of the new-foSnd world 
For pleasant fruits and^princely delicates : 

I'lkhave them read me strange Philosophy 
And tell the secrets of all foreign Sings. , . . 

1*11 have them fill the public schools with silk 
Wherewith the students shall be bravely clad ; 

1*11 levy soldiers with the coin they bring 
And chase the Prince of Parma from our land, 

And reign sole king of all our provinces.' 

The somewhat vulgar nature of these desires is signi- 
ficant of the lack of symbolism in Marlowe’s .conception of 
the story. Next we have Faust’s first colloquy with 
Mephistopheles, a superb scene, in which the headstrong 
blindness of man’s folly in pursuit of some idealized 
whim is brought out with an appalling clearness! Scenes 
viii. to xiii. are occupied by tbo tricks that Faustus plays 
by conjuring, derived from the old Faust- book; and 
here there is more horseplay and buffoonery than satire, 
the opportunities of the situation as a vehicle fbr irony 
being almost entirely ignored, though we have an amusing 
caricature of a precisian and Faust’s significant request to 
Mephisto : ^ . 

' Go, and return an old Franciscan friar: 

That holy shape becomes a devil best/ 

Sce»£;^y. contains «the magnificent apostrophe to Helen, 
whom Faust requires as his paramour. t* 

* Was this the face that launch’d a thousand ships f* 
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Scene xvi. brings us to the agony of Faust's last hour 
previous to the expiration of his twenty-four years* contract 
with the devil. The soliloquy, which culminates in the 
shrill- voiced terror of the damned soul, is of a tragic kxf^ 
tensit/ which is unsurpassed in any play that is known 
to us. Where else in the whole range pi dramatic litera- 
ture shall we find a climax^ at once so terrible and so 
grotesque ? ^ 

The greatest piecd of ‘ planning ’ that Marlowe achieved, 
as it seems to us, is the construction of his 
Jew of Malta, next play. The Famous Tragedy of the Rich 
Jew of Malta, written in all probability 
during 1589 (it was familiar to the stage in 1591 ; it was 
entered in the Stationers* Books in May, 1594, but was not 
published until 1633). It is not known where Marlowe 
derived the materials for his play, but the plot is of the 
most elaborate kind known to the stage, and is full of 
startling and improbable situations; while the novel 
idea of introducing a Jew upon the stage, ^ and rendering 
him at one and the same time odious and ridiculous to 
the spectators promised a sensational effect not a whit 
inferior to that produced by his previous plays. In 
Barabas, the rich Jew, avarice ceases to be a sordid vice, 
and swells to the proportions of a dominating passion. 
The masterful grasp that marks the opening scene was a 
"hew thing in English tragedy. Language so stroi^ , so 
terse, so re verberat ing had ne ver been heard beforeon^e 
EnglSglr stag^ Ha<f the character been developed through- 

• 

' For his conception of a typiciil Jew os a cruel usurer and 
Chr^tian-hater Marlowe seems to revert to the ideas prevalent 
under John and Henry III. It is noteworthy that the 
introduced by ‘ M.ochiavel,* whose principle of the excellence of 
virtu affords alcey to some of Marlowe’s leading conceptions (see 
Coiirthope, English Foelry, ii. 40r>^. 
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out '^th the same power as in the first two aot8» Barahas 
would haye been worthy to stand beside Shylock.^ As, 
howeyer, Faustus degenerates into a yulgar conjuror (in 
clones zi. and* xii.), so Barabas, when he dey^ops into a 
fiend 'incarnate (like Aaron in Titus Andronicus), regarding 
the most horrible atrocities as the chief end and aim of his 
existence, loses his *hold not only upon ojbr sympathy, but 
also upon our interest. The character is taken out of the 
range of humanity, and becomes a caricature. By this 
means the last three acts, though cleyerly contriyed, be- 
come little more than a concatenation of Jhe crudest 
horrors. Marlowe pandered, in short, to portion of 
the London crowd which rose at Titus Andronicus and 
The Spanish Tragedie. ^ 

Marlowe’s remaining great play is in a yein yery dif- 
ferent from that of its predecessors. It is much less of an 
essay and more of a finished production; iirform, indeed, 
Jtjclpsely resembles one of Shakespeafe’s history plays. 

' The first two acts afford several striking parallelisms. The 
bravura passage, in which Barabas is depicted gloating over his 
gems, ‘ infinite riches in a little room * (the ‘ very poetry of 
avarice ’ !), his coffers of gold and his merchandise, is unsurpassed 
by anything in The Merchant of Venice, Leigh Hunt quotes the 
passage concluding : 

‘ Why, then, I hope my ships 
I sent for Egypt and the bordering isles 
Are gotten up by Nilus’ winding banks ; 

Mine argosies from Alexandria 
Loaden vnth spice and silks ^ now under saU 
Are smootJdy gliding down by Candy shore 
To Malta through ounMediterranean sea.* 

Note the wonderful sweetness of these fom^nes, particularly the 
ladir^The variety of ‘fche vowels, the delicatS^lliteration, and the 
lapse of the two concludii^g verses are equal as a study to anything 
in Spenser. 
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In dramatic variety it marks a great advance upon any- 
thing that Marlowe had yet accomplished. It may, per- 
haps, be regarded as ‘ the only unadulterated expression 
of Maylowe’s dramatic art.* It is, at any rate, th^firsT 
specimen in our language of true historical drama. It 
has less of the tilistinctive Marlowcsqve qualities ; there 
is less * altisouaift * verse aiS'd possibly less poetry, but 
there is certainly less extravagance and far lessP bombast. 

The Trouhlesome Jiaigne and Ldmeniahle Death 
Edward II, of Edward II, was written in 1500 and pub- 
lished in 1594, though the first quarto that we 
have in England is dated 1598. It was very probably 
written to cap Peele’s Famous "Chronicle of Edward J., 
and was based upon authorities very similar to those 
used by Shakespeare for his historical plays, namely, 
Holinslied (1577) and Stowe (1580), with occasional re- 
ference to Fabyan (especially for IT. ii. 188 sq,) and 
possibly to other chronicles ; but it exhibits much less 
dependence upon the chronicles than previous works of 
the kind, Jtjid it may be said to mark the completed evo- 
lution of the Elizabetlian history play..,, Charles Lamb’s 
commendation of Edward II, has already been referred 
to, and of the death -scene the same critic wrote that ‘ it 
moved terror and pity beyond any scene ancient or modern.’ 
The Gaveston scenes arc extraordinarily fine : after the 
favourite’s death the interest strays, but is finally arrested 
by^ the ultimate fate of the King, and the last scenes are 
harrowing almost beyond the limits of 'legitimate tragedy. 
.The characters are jnultiplied in a manner quite novel to 
Marlowe’s art ; yet upon the* whole they are well differ- 
entiated, with the ejj;.ception of Queen Isabella, a discon- 
solate wife,, who is 'transformed at a moment’s noticie^to . 
a monster Sf crueUy and deceit. I'he play has had the 
Honour of being compared by Lamb with Shakespeare’s 
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Rickard II, In Marlowe's plaj there is none of the 
psychological interest that attaches to Richard ILt and 
nothing equivalent to the superb rhetoric of John of 
^anjit. Both plays are deficient in humour ; but ^Shake- 
speare makes us sympathize with Bichard as a man of 
rich poetic endowment, though constitationally unfit to 
govern, while for Edward 6ur compasdon is of a more 
purely physical kind. Still, Edward II, stands upon its 
general dramatic power. That it should be able to sus- 
tain such a comparison on this ground is the clearest 
evidence of the debt that Shakespeare owed to such a 
predecessor as Marlowe.' 

Brief space must be found h^re for the mention of a class of 
plays distinct from any that have been enumerated, a class 
which exhibited little elevation of style, but which, nevertbe- 
less, attained in the case of a few examples tc a high degree of 
tragic intensity and power. They were .plays for which the 
materials were drawn firom the records of contemporary crime, 
domestic tragedies in which the authors adher^ with close 
fidelity to the facte narrated by the pamphleteer or the his- 

‘ Of Marlowe’s two other pieces— the hastily written topical play, 
The Massacre at Paris (1593), denouncing the crimes of Guise and 
the tragedy of St. Bartholomew’s Day, and the unfinished prentice- 
play, Dido, Queen of Carthage, completed by Nash and produced 
in 1594— it is only needful to say that they must be regarded as 
parerga, not as worthily representing his mature powers. Dido, 
however, has some characteristic lines, such as those in Dido’s 
appeal to Aeneas to stay at Carthage : 

* I'll give tliee tackling made of riveted gold, 

Wound on the barks of odoriferous .trees ; 

Oars of massy ivory fuU; of holes. 

Through which the water shall delight to play.* 
The^ajority of the^ critics are of opinion diat Marlowe was re- 
sponsible for a large hutpndefined share in Henry Vf , , There are 
editions of Marlowe by l)yce(1850), Cunningham, arid Bullen:'a 
reissne of the last is promised— 1904. 
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torian, in which fancy found but little scope and from which 
poetical oruament was rigidly excluded. 

Four of these * murder plays ' have come down to us from 
the last decade of the sixteenth ahd the first, 
Arderfof the seventeenth century : (1) Arden of Finer- 
Fevereham. shanif 1592; (2) A Warning for Faire Woment 
1699 ^ (3) Robert Yaringtcfti’s Two Tragedies 
in One, 1601; (4)* A YorheMH Tragedy^ 1608. The finest 
of these was printed during the * experimental’ 'period of 
Shakespeare*6 career *as a playwright, and the x^ot is derived 
from the chronicler Holiushed, upon whom Shakespeare drew 
so freely for his chronicle plays. The drift of the story is 
clearly indicated by the title: Tlie Lanientahle and True 
Tragedie of M, Arden of Fcvi^sha^ii in Kent^ who was most 
wichedl/ye murdered^ hy the meanes of his disloyall and ivanton 
wife, who for the love she hare to one Moshie, hyred two desperate 
ruffians Blachwill and Shahhag to niurdtr him, and the murder 
so powerfully depicted actually took place in 1551. The author 
describes his work ip an epilogue as * naked tragedy *: it is 
indeed unado rasd, crude, _ and to some e xtent jjarb^ic . But 
it strikes {He reader, as few ElizabothanTplayB do, by the 
intensity of^its love passages and the directness of its appeal 
when passion is the theme. The original handling of the story, 
the deliberate strength of the language, suggest a writer in his 
maturity, while the realization of feminine passion in Alice 
Arden indicates a skill in the x)orrraiture of a woman far be- 
yond the attainment of Marlowe. The piece was published 
early in 1692, jirobably written in a previous year — at a time, 
that is, when Shakespeare had not yet emerged firom the 
euphuistic phase. The baldness of the diction in Arden, no 
lesfi than the gloomily tragic conception ofeAlice, precludes the 
^dea of the Shakespearean origin of the drama, though it is 
p|uite possible that Shukespeare may have corrected and revised 
such a popular play for stage proauction. There is no external 
evidence whatever that Shakespeare either wrote or revised it, 
and there is no other contemporary playwright whose style^can 
be said to ap^oximate to it at all closely"! At a period, however, 
so rich in dramatic genius, there is no extravagance in ascribing 
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it, as we shall have to asci ibe Tiiua Andronicus^ to an AAonyitt 
0116 Outsider. 

The Yorkshire Tragedy ^ largely written in prose, and both 
^played and printed in 1C08, is a crudely powerful realization 
of A^mething like demoniac poRSossion; it was attributed to 
Shakespeare on the title-page of the old quarto, and some 
modern critics havetheld it to be Jiis on acc<fant of its intensity; 
but it is, both in manner aitd conceptioil, utterly un-Shake- 
spearean.v It is based upon a murder story related by Stowe 
in his Chronicle under 1004. ' 

But the last word in connexion with the drama before 
Shakespeare is due not to these murky plays, but to the 
overshadowing genius of Marlowe. His fame has grown 
rapidly under the searchlights of modem criticism ; and 
some critics have deprecated the exaggeration of his merit. 
But to us it seems more desirable, even yet, to insist not 
only upon the intrinsic value of whi^t he* did before his 
premature death in 1593, but also, and even more, upon 
the importance of liis work, coming when it did, namely 
between 1587 and the first independent essays of Shake- 
speare, 

^ Marlowe is not pre-em inently a thinker, or even a dram- 
at£t, but„ia^poe_tjifc, master. of epical utterance, whose per- 
fervidum ingenium enabled him to soar above the region 
of the rude and inchoate, m which his contemporaries 
were groping, and to fuse imagination and diction in verse 
at once nervous and energetic, spontaneous and trans- 
lucent. He mouMs this verse in his own image, fierce, 
i elemental, impassioned, even when most rhapsodical. 

^ He has a weakness for tiumid utterance and grandil^"^ 
quent sound. With this we associate his love of musical 
2 >roper names, hitf fondness for liarping on a limited num- 
ber of favourite epithets, his passion for* ringing the 
changes upon fatigued forms of classical imagery. But 
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these tendencies are merely the accidents of an extra- 
ordinary faculty for genemting heat and light. With all 
the faults of their creator thick upon them, t^re is mor^ 
of the ¥ing of true poetry about a few passage^ in Fu^iis 
or the first two acts of The Jew of Malta, than in all the 
rest of the pre-Shftkespearean drama put together. - 

As Spenser was the novus homo, the ‘ new poet ’ of our 
literature in 1579, yjho naturalized melody and harmony 
in our poetry, so Marlowe was the novus homo of our theatre 
some ten years later ; who swept away the heterogeneous 
lumber of creaking Seneca and crazy Morality, and, while 
annihilating the old, virtually created a new type of play 
in ^Eiward II . ; who centi^alized the interest of, and so 
concentrated the vigour and the intellect of the English 
people upon a truly national stage ; and who, last but not 
least, naturalized blank verse upon the English boards, 
and not only wrote 'it first, but wrote it better than any 
other Elizabethan, with the solitary exception of Shake- 
speare. 

What separates him from Shakespeare is his inability 
to individualize his characters. But there are not want- 
i ug iiniications ..in JSdaUQzd^IL, which reh der it concei vable 
that, had he lived beyond his twenty- nine years, he might 
have stood second onlj to Shakespeare — far below him in 
humour and in power to depict men and women — yet pos- 
sibly supreme in a different province of dramatic art. As it 
wao^ he was ‘ the herald who dropped dqjid in announcing 

the victory, the fruits of which he was not to share.' 

« 

* Cut is the branch that might«)iave grown fall straiglit, 

And burned is Apollo's laurel bough.' 

Note on Elizabethan stagecraft (p. 18). Additional information 
on this subject will be found in The Tribune, 12 Oct. 1907 ; Quartaiij 
i?ev., April 1908; G. F. Uey nolds, Staging, C. M. (hiyley, 

PUtysofour Forefathers,\^l\ Mantzius, Hist, of Theatre Art, 1904. 
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§ 1. Life . — § 2. Experimental Flays . — § 3. History and 
Comedy . — § 4. Tragedy . — § 5. Romance . — § 6. Metrical 
Development . — § 7. Use of Prose . — § 8. General Charac- 
teristics. — § 9. Shdkespeareana. 

* § 1 - 

The son of John Shakespeare, a prosperous trader of 
Stratford-on-Avon, who married in 1557 
Outline of ^ Mary Arden, the daughter of a wealthy 

farmer in the neighbourhood, William 
Shakespeare was born in what is now 
Henley Street, Stratford, on AprD 23rd, 1564.' He was 
the eldest child of his parents that survived infancy. He 
was, we may be sure, sent to the Free Grammar School, 
the buildings of which still adorn Stratford, and was well 
grounded in Latin authors such as Ovid, Mantuanus, and 
the Colloguia of Erasmus, with a little Seneca and Terence, 
but he probably Icaraed no Greek. He married, probably in 
November, 1582, V)ci ng then not nineteen, AnnoHathaw^ 
(aged twenty-six), the daughter of a substantial yeomapH 
Shottery, a hamlet reached, by a short walk through Hsi 
fields from Stratford. A child, Susanna, was born six months 
after the church* marriage, but it is not improbable that 
they were united previously by a contract *of espousala 

^ It is just possible that his birthday was April 22nd, but lie was 
^rtainly baptized on April 26th. ’ 
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It is said that a poaching escapade upon the estate of 
Sir Thomas Lucy led to young Shakespeare^s departure 
from Stratford. Whatever the circumstances* he was drawn 
to Loudon* where he settled between 1582 and 1586^> 
Lyly’s plays were then the topmost fashion. He 
a theatrical company* known as the Earl of Leicester’s* at 
first* it may be* in a quite hiipiblc capacity. On Leicester’s 
death in September, 1588* the patronage of this company 
passed to Lord Stj^ange ; after 1594 it was known as the 
Lord Chamberlain’s company. • The company moved their 
headquarters in London several times before 1599* when 
they settled at the Q-lobe on Bankside, Southwark ; they 
also acted in the country. It is improbable that Shake- 
speare ever acted abroad. He was already a prominent 
act^r in 1594* when he played with Burbage and *Kemp 
before the Queen at Greenwich. Two parts in his own 
plays assigned to him by tradition are Adam in Aa You 
Like It and the (^host in Hamlet, while a contemporary 
panegyrist of the dramatist as *our English Terence’ 
refers to Jiis having * plaid kingly parts in sport ' (Davies* 
Scourge of Folly, 1611). From minor posts as servitor, 

' Seventeenth-century tradition can be cited in favour of the 
supposition that in early life* and before he discovered his vocation, 
Shakespeare was a wild young 8ca[>cgrace who played many parts. 
He is said to have been at one time a butcher, at another a school- 
master* at another a lawyer's clerk. The tradition is quite con- 
sistent with the deer-stealiug episode, if we regard that as a 
positive incident, with his hurried marriage# with the Micawberish 
jSharacteristics of his father, with his * flight ’ to London along the 
^uch traversed western road through Oxford to the capital, and 
equally with his subsequent success. A curious question is raised 
by Sonnets 37 and 89 as to whether Shakespeare suffered from 
lameness. There is no evidence of this aparttfrom the sonnets* and 
the languAg% there may well be metaphorical. For the maniage 
and departure from Stratford see J. W. Gray, Shakespeare's Mar- 
fjagcy 190.^; cf. C. I. Elton’s William Shakespeare, his FamUy and 
f'ricuds, 1904. * 
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prompter, or actor of small parts, such as we may be- 
lieve that he held at the theatre ^ upon his first arrival 
in London, it seems pretty safe to assume that in a 
few yeai's’ time Shakespeare attained to the posi- 
tion">f author-in-ordinary to his company, at first‘ more 
especially in the capacity of reviser and jdapter of exist- 
ing dramatic work. Thus ^bout 1591-2 he touched up 
a chronicle play, of uncertain origin, on the reign of 
Henry VI., upon which Marlowe is ‘supposed to have 
already tried his hand. In 1 592 (about which time or a little 
later he lodged with a wig-maker named Mountjoy at the 
corner of Silver and Monkw^ell Streets in the city) it is clear 
that he was a rapidly rising and popular writer for the 
stage. ' There is’ wrote Greene on his deathbed, ‘ an upstart 
crow, beautified with our feathers that, with his tyger's h^rt 
wra^t in a player's hidej^ supposes he is as w'ell able to 
bombast out a blanke verse as the best of ydu ; and being 
an absolute Johannes Factotum is in his owne conceyt the 
onely ShaJce-scene in a countrie.’ These words were ad- 
dressed to Marlowe, Lodge, Nash, and Peele (^’ho were, 
like Greene, university men), and express fear of a too- 
successful rival who was scorned as a mere underbred 
actor with only a country grammar-school education. 

From 1591 to 1611 we know that Shakespeare was pro- 
ducing plays in a s(*ries commencing with Love's Labour 's 
Lost and the Tiro fjenilemen of Verona, and ending with 
Cymheline and The Tempest, at the rate of rather more 
than three plays in ftvery two years. Meanwhile, in April, 
1693, he published his sensuous and euphuistic poem of 
Venus and Adonis, ‘the first ^heir of my invention,* ® fol- 

' Probably that kntmn as The Theater, in Shoreditch. 

* Distortion of a phrase from 3 Henry VI. (I. iv. 137). 

* I.e., his first printed work ; possibly also the first work he 
planned. It was published by a Ktratfordiaii in Loudon, Richard 
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lowed in May, 1594, by the more sententious and quasi- 
didactic Lucrece. Both were dedicated in terms that 
indicated a growing intimacy with a very rich young 
nobleman, Henry Wriothesley, third Earl of Southamgt^tff 
‘ the handsomest man about the court.’ If it be the fact 
that Shakespeare addressed to him a number of the Sonnets 
which he probably began writing about this time,' it is 
clear that Southampton was more than a nominal* patron. ^ 
All this time Sirakespeare was rather rapidly accu- 
mulating property, a process which he continued until the 
end of his life. In 1 596 he went down to Stratford and 
released his father from grave pecuniary difficulties. Next 
year he bought for .£60 (say about £400 in our money) the 
largest house in Stratford, called New Place,® and in 1599, 
after several vain attempts, he and his father succeeded in 
procuring from the Heralds* College a coat of arms.-^ About 
1597-9 his yearly income is estimated at £130 per annum 
(at least £800 in our money), while during the last six 
years of his life, having built up a large landed estate at 
Stratford, he can have I'een in receipt of little if at all 
less than £4,000 a year in our values. The bulk of his 
capital, previous to his speculations in land, appears to 
have been derived directly from his proprietary shares in 
the G-lobe Theatre. We know that the royal patronage 
be had enjoyed under Elizabeth was even extended under 
James, and the company for which he continued steadily 
to write became known after 1608 as ‘^thc King’s men.’ 

"i^iPield. The first quaijDOS of Shakesjiearcaii plays (barring tlie 
^ doubtful Henry VL) appeared in 1307. 

' 1593-4. Shake-sjteares Sonnets. Neuer before Imprinted, were 
issued by G. Eld for T. T., without the author^ sanction, in 1609. 
See vol. i., p. 

® Tlie foundations of which are all that is now to be seen. 

* Technically not a new grant, but an exemplification of one 
assliined to be already in possession of the family. * 



58 


THE AGE OF SHAKESPEARE. 


No fewer than seven of liis plays were produced at the 
court festivities of May» 1613. The contrast is great be- 
tween the feckless improvidence and the poverty-stricken 
4i^es of fellow*dramatists such as Greene and htarlowe* 
N^, Peele and Dekker, and the worldly success that 
Shakespeare attai^jied. The most intimate literary friend- 
ship of Shakespeare was that which existed between him 
and Ben Jon son, while with John Fletcher, who may almost 
be considered as a pu})il, he had increasingly close rela- 
tions towards the end of his active career as a dramatist. 
This can be assigned with some certainty to 1611-12, when 
Shakespeare seems to have retired to Stratford, though he 
retained a house at Blackfriars and paid occasional visits 
to London down to 1614 or possibly 1615. He died at New 
Place, on April 23rd, 1616,^ and was buried in the chancel 
of Stratford-on-Avon Church. With the apparent inten- 
tion of ‘keeping things together,’ ha left nearly aU his 
property to his elder and shrewder daughter, Mrs.* Hall. 
The fact that the will almost ignored his wife docs not of 
itself show more than that ho did not considcAr her a fit 
person to intrust with the management of his estate. 

Emerson in English Traits dwells upon our * unsurprised 
reception of Shakespeare — the reception proved by his making 
his fortune, and the apathy proved by the absence of all con- 
temporary panegyric.* Yet it would be quite untrue to say 


‘ On this day Oliver Cromwell was admitted a fellow -commoner 
at Sidney-Sussex. Clrvantes died on April 23rd, 1616 (new style), 
that is, ten days earlier. Cervantes resembled Shakespeare in th^ 
grand edifice of wisdom which 1^ raised upon a narrow foundation' 
of learning. An elaborate monument was erected above Shake- 
speare’s grave a year or so after his death (before 1623). It bora 
the elegiac distich : 

' Judicio Pylium, genio Socratem, arte Maronem, 

Terra tegit, popiilus maeret, Olympus habet’ 
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that Shakespeare was not honoured by bis own age and country. 
In 1598 a Cambridge scholar, Francis M ores, wrote of Shake- 
speare, in his Tama, as the best dramatic writer of the 

time, *most excellent in both kinds for the stage’; 
proof of bis assertion be mentioned six comedies and six his- 
torical or tragic ^lays by Shakespeare with which he was 
familiar. Ten years later tlic^ unauthorized publisher of the 
play-book of Troilua <md Gresaida wrote of Shakespeare as an 
author so highly esteemed that t)eople who ordinarily objected 
to plays made an exception in favour of his.^ Not only did 
the people of London dock day after day to see his plays 
performed in their integrity (a thing which they never have 
done since), but the greatest poet and the greatest playwright 
of the age, after Shakespeare himself, honoured themselves by 
praising him in language which for justness and valiancy has 
never been surpassed. Spenser wrote of 'his muse, full of 
high thoughts invention’ ; while Jonson in ^he commendatory 
verses prefixed* to the first collective edition of the plays, after 
apostrophizing him'* as ' Soule of the Age, The Applause t 
delight I the wonder of our Stage,’ went on to declare; '.BA 
wa&4lQt^oljia.J0!geJbfttJbr all Jim In the next generation, 

our great^Bcholar-poct, Milton, wrote that noble epitaph on 
' the great heir of fame ’ : 

* What needs my Shakespeare for his honoured bones 
The labour of an age in piled stones ? 

Or that his hallowed reliques should be hid 
Under a star-ypointing pyramid ? 

Dear son of Memory, great heir of Fame, 

What need’s! thou such weak witness of thy name? 

Thou in our wonder and astonishmeAt 
Hast built thyself a livelong monument.’ 

t 

^ For a corpus of coiiteiuporary references to Shakespeare see 
Shakeapere'a Ce?ituric of Fraise [1591-1693], New Shakspere 
Society, 2nd edit., 1879, and Some 300 Fresh Allusiom to Shako* 
apeare [16tWr-1694], 1886. Cf. The Praise of Shakespeare (ed. 
Hughes), 1904. And see vol. i of this work, pp. 46, 86, 88, 107| 
•109. 196. • ' 
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A gecnine poet of the opposite pole, Sir John Suckling, took 
care to go down to posterity through the medium of a portrait 
by Vandyck, liolding a copy of the Shakeppeare folio in his 

TEch* refined age ’ (as it deemed itself) of Charles 11. regarded 
the Elizabethan writers as rude, just as some of our coxcombs 
profess to bo shocked*by ‘ Early^ictorian.* The great historical 
antiquary, Kymer, discovered in Shakespeare little more than a 
tissue of sdlecisms and absurdities, while, the w'orthy Samuel 
Pepys pronounced Romeo and Juliet the ‘ worst ’ and Mid- 
iummer Nigld's Bream the most ridiculous and insipid ’ play 
he * ever saw in his life.’ Dryden himself was very much in 
awe of Monsieur Boileau, and inclined to think that there 
must, after all, be a good deal in the French veneration for the 
sacred unities and other Aristotelian canons. Nevertheless, 
when the occasion arose, he testified nobly for Shakespeare 
in his Eesay of Bramatic Poesy. ‘ He was the man who of all 
modern, and perhaps ancient poets, had the lar^'est and most 
comprehensive soul. All the images of Nature were still pre- 
sent to him, and he drew them, not laboriously, but luckily ; 
when he describes anything, you more than see it, you feel it too. 
Those who accuse him to have wanted learning, give him the 
greater commendation : he was naturally learned ; he needed 
not the spectacles of books to read Nature; he looked inwards 
and found her there. ... He is always great when some great 
occasion is presented to him, the consideration of which made 
Mr. Hales of Eton (the ever memorable) say, that there was no 
subject of which any poet ever writ, but he would produce it 
much better treated of by Shakespeare.’ Thus then we have 
the unanimous testimony of our two great scholar-poets of old 
time, Spenser and Mfiton (echoed, it may be said, by all the 
greatest poets of the nineteenth century, including Goethe and 
Hugo), of our greatest dramatist after Shakespeare, and of the 
one great critic of the seventeenth century. When we reach 
the age of Pope we fi^d the supremacy of Shakespeare’s genius 
generally acknowledged. Thenceforth the growth of^his reputa- 
tion will have to be treated under the heading of pommeptators 
fknd critioSf a rapidly increasing muiiitude, , 
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$ 2. Experimental Play§. 

In however menial a capacity Shakespeare may first have 
assisted the theatrical company which he joined betweejaf^rtTe 
ages of 18 and 22, it can hardly have been long before the 
intelligent memlibrs of it discovered that they had to do 
with a youth of the most extraordinary promise. That 
further the young Shakespeare would have very “soon read 
all the plays and romances he could lay his hands upon, 
and learned all he could of the working of the theatre, 
may be regarded as certain. As Napoleon made sugges- 
tions at Toulon when he was merely a lieutenant, so 
Shakespeare may early have made suggestions, the value 
of which instantaneously struck his superiors. That a 
time quickly came when plays would be put into his 
hands for alt^eration and suggestion is very probable. 
Amoug the average crowd of players, whose appreciation 
of dramatic effect was keen while their literary aptitude 
was nil, the value of such a co-operator from their 
own ranks would be doubly emphasized. Even at that 
time, no one so well as he could adapt parts to the in- 
dividual performers. Once he had been allowed to do 
such work, belief in his talent would increase rapidly. 
His colleagues may well have come to regard him as 
the prospective champion of the despised play-actors 
against the scholars and wits, from Court or University, 
who had hitherto aspired to a monopoly in play-writing. 
It is not surprising that in 1590 or 1591 the company 
should have accepted from Shakespeare^ a play entirely 
his own. 

Necessarily the young Shakespeare’ s^work would be ex- 
|>erimeutal^and, almost necessarily, imitative. Of the 

' Then about twenty-six years old. 
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seven plays generally acknowledged to bo first in chrono* 
logical order, six are undoubtedly experimental or imitative, 
or both.' These six are the comedies, Lovers Labour Lost, 
Q^jmdy of Errors, Two Gentlemen of Verona, and the 
chronicle-histories, Henry VI,, Bichard III,, and BicJiard IL 
It is a fair inference that the seventh, Borneo and Juliet,^ 
is the last or almost the last# of the series. 

By a convention that has now become widely recognized, 
the first of these playts is Love's Labour 's 
^ Xofii. It indicates that the first literary 
1698). * influenceToTSelltrongly exerted upon Sh ake*, 

spearirwas fliat of John Lyly. . t^Marlowe 
^me later. fT^^plaj might almost he termod^a,,' conver- 
sation piece ’ by a youthful disciple of Jijlyi but one pos; 
sessed of far more poetic power and with a much greater 
actuality of observation and humour than his master, 
Shakespeare’s growing intimacy with, the* young bloods 
who frequented the stage of his theatre may have led to 
his appropriation, with youthful audacity, of the names 


The plays are arranged holow in an order approximately 
chronological, the dates given being those at which most author- 
ities believe the plays were composed— perfomiance in Shake- 
speare’s case nearly always immediately followed composition. 
The dates given in the notes at the side of the page are those of 
first publication, cither in players’-texts (Quartos) or in the folio 
volume of Mr. William Shakespeare's Comedies, Histories, and 
Tragedies as collected in 1C23 (the ‘ First Folio ’) : 


Love's Labour 's Lost ^ . 1 590* 

Comedy of E^'Tors . .1590-1* 

Tux> Gentlemen of Fe- 
rona 1591-2*# 


Henry VI, (Pts. IL and 
III. remodelled) • . . 1592 


Richard III. .... 1693 .,* 
Richard h 1693-4 ' 


An asterisk signifies approximate. 

‘ Though an attempt has been made to date it earlier (namely, 
1591) to suit a wholly inconclusive phrase used by thfi Nurse, ‘ *Tis 
since the earthquake now eleven years.’ 
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which he had heard on their lips in connexion with that of 
the King of Navarre (Biron, Longiieville, De Maine, and 
La Mothe) in Love's Labour's Lost. The play, the plot of 
which {ippears in the main to have been of ShakespeQ^^^s 
invention, embodies a number of topical allusions to court 
and city incidentsiof the day. It pokeafun at several dif- 
ferent kinds of affected jargoif analogous to Euphuism and 
at contemporary projects for Academies.' The tinbrokeu 
verse and the abundance of rh 3 rme, no less than the sym- 
metrical grouping of the characters and fusillade of punning 
conceits, incline us to put its composition not later than 
1590, though it was revised later, as avowed on the title- 
page of the players*-text or Quarto, the first to bear the 
name ‘ W. Shakeapere.* 

The influence of Lyly,* reinforced by that of Thomas 
Lodge, is again apparent in Venus and Adonis, which 
was printed in the- summer of 1593 with a dedication to 
Southampton, and constituted Shakespeare’s first appeal 
to the reading public. Southampton’s ac.quaintance with 
Shakespeare was probably older than the dedication. That 
the author of a play like Lovers Labour 's Lost should have 
been presented by his admiring colleagues to the noblemen 
who frequented the theatre was only natural. The choice of 
subject seems to indicate that Shakespeare was still groping 
in uncertainty towards the right exercise of his powers. 
The poem reads like a literaiy exercise, and it is quite 
possible that the theme was suggested by Southampton. 

Ifore Euphuism * could not hold Shal^espear e long . ^ The 

‘ See vol. i., p. 217. See under Lyly, Bk. II. § 2. 

• In speaking of the ‘ EuphuiRin * of Shakespeare’s early plays, 
we refer not to the alliterative antitheses an4 fabulous similes of 
Enphues proper, but to the diluted Euphuism — the affectedly 
refined and periphrastic style which is specially observable in 
Lyly’s plays. 
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Comedy of Errors is in the main broadly farcical. It 
• was written in 1590 or 1591 (it was repeated 

of at Gray’s Inn in 1594), and, short though it 

^^ 1 Q 23 ). is, contains a very large number, not only 
of rhyming lines, but also of the fourteen- 
syllable rhyming couplets common to the older comedy. 
It accentuates the rctlectef^. classicism of Shakespeare’s 
early period, the plot being drawn from the Menaechmi of 
Plautus, with one amusing scene (III! i.) fromlhe Amp%i- 
truo, Ij. riyah The Tempest in its prese_^i*vation of the unitie^^ 
A play, Historie of Error, had been given, 1577 and 1583. 

The Two Gentlemen of Verona is a first and compara- 
tively colourless attempt at sentimental 
comedy. The story is a new weaving of 
shreds drawn from Montemayor’s Diana, 
translated in 1584, with additional material 
from Bandello or Cinthio’s Apollonius find Silla, engUshed 
by Rich in 1581, and possibly from a play of ‘ Two Italian 
Gentlemen,* englished by Munday in 1584. The char- 
acterization is so slender in com]>ariBou with that of riper 
comedy that Rowe, Hanmer and Upton threw doubts upon 
its Shakespearean origin. Such a misprision of judgement 
would be far less excusable at the present day, when we 
know that the play was a very early, and not, as was then 
imagined, a fairly late performance. lu the Two GerUle- 
men,^ Loves Labour *s Lost, and Comedy of Errors, t.Ufi 


Two Gentlemen 
of Verona 
(1023). 


^ The charm of Shakespeare's diction is present in line after line 
in the Two Gentlemen, e.g , ; 

‘ These shadowy, desert, unfrequented woods 

but the play is juvenile, with an exceptionally silly intrigue, the 
weakness of which u undisguised by skilful construction, and it is, 
like its congeners, youthfully imitative ; thus the witty bickering 
of 11. iv. is Lyly to the letter. ‘ A fine volley of words, gentle- 
men, and quickly shot off ! ’ There are many anticipatory glimpses 
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grace, wit, and fun which were aU to 
emin^t in Shakespearean co^ed^ are all present, but 
present in embryo. . "" 

""Tlefore'wiitirig Michard III., the first of his more seri3riite 



dramas, Shakespeare had already touched 
up«*the old chronicle })lay which formed the 
nucleus of 1 HSnry FJ., and had remodelled 


The Contention betwixt the two famous houses of Yorhe and 
Lancaster (printed 1*594), and The True Tragedie of Richard 
Duke of Yorhe, upon which Green© and Peele are supposed 


to have collaborated,* into Henry FJ., Parts II. and III. 


Into these same dramas at an earlier stage, Marlowe is be- 


lieved to have put a quantity of his less characteristic work. 
Bichard JII. was written not later than 1594^ and wa?^ 


probably Shakespeare’s first great success as a dramatist.^ 
It contains his first great stage figure. The play was based 
on Holinshed, and incorporates the coiiception of Richard’s 


of later comeily. Julia and Lucetta point to Portia and Nerissa, 
Silvia and Julia to Olivia and Viola. Speed is the prototype of 
all the rattling clowns. His catalogue of love symptoms is 
Shakespeare a^^t diabolus. The true English humour makes its 
entrance upon the stage when Launce appears dragging his dog 
by a string. 

^ Hence the remark about the ‘ upstart crow beautified with 
our feathers’ which Greene made in his Groatsworth of Wit (1592), 
and for which Chettle, Greene’s stationer, instantly apologized in 
his Kind Hartes Breams, 

* It api)eared in quarto in 1697. The received text is based 
mainly on the folio version, which diflers very widely from tliat 
of the quarto. The relation of the two texts is one of the most 
difficult problems of Shakespearean textual criticism. It is pos- 
sible that the quarto represented only a shortened veision of the 
original play. The two ' crack rants,’ Off wil^ his head ! So much 
for Buckingham,* and ‘Conscience, avaunt! Richard’s himself 
again,’ were invented by Colley Cibber for his popular stage-version 
of 1700, which held the boards until 1821. 

• 11 . » 
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character given in More’s Life. It is Marlowesque alike in 
diction and in plan, llhyine is deliberately abandoned, for^^ 
^ blank verse, and the play is full of an emphatic and fre- 
(ftotly stmined rhetoric. The Macchiavellian Eichard, 
Arilh his one idea and his entire unscriygulpusness, domin- 
^ ates the play, from* the opening passage id which he crudely 
and melodramatically annouhces his determination to * play 
the villaih * to the end, as completely as Tamburlaine domin- 
ates in Tamburlaine the Great. It is important to note, how- 
ever, that Shakespeare’s conception is by no means wholly 
Marlowesque. Richard III. is a story of the Nemesis of 
enormous crimes^* conceived and written rather as melo- 
drama than as tragedy, but with an ethical import foreign 
to the ideas of Marlowe. 

^ " Richard II. appears to have been written very soon after 


Richard II. 
(Quarto, 1597). 


Richard IIL, and shows a marked advance 
in freedom of thought ahd in poetic power. 
Though the influence of Marlowe, and espe- 


cially of Marlowe’s least Marlowesque play, Edward II,, 
is clearly discernible, EjcAard ^ melpr 

dramatic violence of Richard III., and, what is more 
essential, is not dominated by a single passion. The King 
himself is Shakespeare’s first complex characteristudy, and 


the study contrasts strongly with the psychological crudity 
of his presentation of Kiichard III.* The verse is far more 
various and graceful than in the preceding play, and shows 


an increased comujand over the instrument; whil e the 
frequent return to rhyme is another indication that Mar- 
lowe’s influence was already^ waning. - 

The bloody drama of Titus Andronicus, replete with hor- 


rors of every kind (which reach a climax when Titus, as 


* The facts are again derived from Holinshed. Fhakespeare’s 
conception of Richard IT, is to the historian an extremely inter* 
eating guess concerning an enigmatic personage. 
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a prelimmaiy to stabbing Queen Tamora, serves her in the 
Titus A^vdronicut garb of a cook with her two sous baked 
(Quarto, 1504, in a pie), was probably written by an 
1600). amateur or ‘ private gentleman ' (teste Ed. 

Raveiiscroft, 1687), at a time when Shakespeare was still 
in his experimentail stage (1590-3). It uiay well have been 
written in emulation of Kyd or Marlowe : but the con- 
ception is a good deal lower than that of Marloi^e, whose 
aspiration was rathd)r after the impossible than the merely 
liorrible. rAs a composition it is more suggestive of Kyd, 
but the versification is too complex to admit of its being 
attributed to him ; while the complete absence of humour 
and the rarity of pathos preclude us from accepting it as 
undiluted Shakespeare. Nevertheless the internal evid- 
ence agrees perfectly with such slight external indication 
as we possess to the effect that Shakespeare revised the 
play, introducing graceful passages here and fine poetry 
there, remodelling the character of Titus, and recasting 
the closing scene, in which (in characteristic Shakespearean 
style) the oeign of sane government and good sense is re- 
established after a harvest of horrors. It seems to have 
been a stage success as played by Shakespeare's company. 
Shakespeare was, in fact, probably set to work upon it 
because the * shambles ' play was then in vogue, just as, 
later, we have the reigns of Fai'ce, Chronicle, High Comedy, 
Tragedy, Romance, and Burlesque succeeding each other in 
the popular taste. Shakespeare’s own work upon Titm is 
closely related to that in Richard II, and King John, It was 
acted, and printed by John Banter in quarto, in 1594.' It 
was mentioned as Shakespeare’ i by Francis Mercs in 1598 
and (like I Henry FI.) received the imprimatur of the 
Folio editors in 1623. Halliwell-Phillij^ps had an in- 
genious theoi^ to the effect that when the editors inserted 

^ The first edition of 1594 was purchased in Swedeu for £2,0^0 
and resold to America, 1904. ^ ^ 
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it, they had got hold of the wrong play — ^and there does 
seem to have been more than one on the subject ! 

Bichard III, marks the climax of Marlowe’s influenca^ 
In and JuTtet and King John SHahespeare leayes 

Marlowe further behind him and moves onward freely 
' Midaumm^ Bream he enters iijito^99TiBXeigli.po^S.es-. 

: Sion of his own faculty. Fr9m that time onwards he goes .. 
from strength to strength. 

§ 3. History and Comedy, 

Between the production of Bichard II, in 1593-4 and 
that of Julins Caesar in IGOl thirteen plays were written by 
Shakespeare. The plays of this period are marked by in- 
creasing actuality and power of portraiture, above all, by 
humour. As a whole they are more rhetorical than poeti- 
cal, and more humorous than rhetorical. JSumour is in- 
deed the strongest characteristic of the' group. And in all 
these plays, with one exception, the humour is as genial as 
it is vital and wise : for the most constant quality of all of 
them, with the exception of AlVs Well that Ends Well, is 
their unflagging verve, the joyous swing of their move- 
ment, their light-heartedness and playfulness of dialogue. 
But no great heights of poetry or depths of vision are 
reached. Save in the solitary fijfure of ShyJock^ihero iB 
no tragic import, there is little either of ,, passion or of 
pathos. ^The love of Borneo and Jnliet is romantic and 
ideal, rather than positive and passionate : the pathos of 
their fate is no more than that, of the thwarted desires of 
a boy and girl. ^ 0|;lando m As Yot^IAh^ Ji M.. ft^pther 
Borneo, though toudbed Arthur’s too elo- 

quent pleading ii^ King John is only sentimentally pretty as 
compared with the intensity of Imogen’s * Why, I must die.’* 

^ Cynibeline (1611 ?}, IIL iv. 76. 
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In the plays of the earliest group the Tvomen are insjgni- 
ficaH or iihimpoi^nt. In th e second group the imporj^ce 
oTwomeh iV greatly iu creased. Bosalin d and Beatrice are, 
on the ^hole, the most prominent figures in Xs You XiKel[t 
and Much Ado, while in Ml *8 WeU 

interest of the play is centred in a woman. But the portraits 
of women remain somewhat tentative and incomplete until 
wellnigh the end of the period. Portia, though afi immea- 
surable advance upon the phrase-capping ladies of Love's 
Labour 'smJLost, is not quite realized ; Helena is, in part at 
least, a failure. Thejfirsl^pf Shakespeare’s perfect women, 
(within the limits of comedy) ^ Beatrice apd Rosalind. 

Another noticeable characteristic of the plays of the 
second group ’ is that, except in The Merchant of Venice 
and in All Well that Ends Well, there is no concentration 
of the interest ^pon any single character ; and the Concen- 
tration on Shy lock is very partial. Tn^ejtheme of ffenry F. 
is not the personality of the King, but the sj)1endour of his 
achievements. Fal^taff is an incidental figure, and domin- 
ates only by force of wisdom and wit. 

The poetic element of many of these plays is accidental 
rather than essential. King John is rhetorical rather than 


^ The order of the group of thirteen plays with which we are 
now dealing is, of course, uncertain ; hut they may be conveniently 
dealt with in a sequence which, in spite of the lack of evidence 
and the clash of conjecture, can be regarded as approximately 
chronological. Where the point is contested we have given what 
we take to be the ‘central’ date of composition. An asterisk 
signifies approximate : 


Romeo and Juliet . •, 1594* 

King John 1594-5* 

Merchant of Venice . . 1594-6* 
Midsummer Night's 
Dream . • . . . . 1593-6* 
Taming of Shrew , . . 1595*-6 
Hfnry IV. (Pt. 1.) . . 1596-7 


Jfenry IV, (Pt. II.) . . 1597-8 

Henry V, 1598-9 

Merry Wives .... 1699* 
AsYouLii».It . . . 1699 

Much Ado .... 1599-1600 


Twelfth Night . 
AU^s Well . . 


. . 1600-1 
[1691, 1601]* 
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poetic : there are exquisite lyrical passages or songs in The 
Merchant of Venice (cf. Act V. i.) and Twelfth I^'igkt, but 
they are episodical, standing, like the haunting duet be- 
tween Lorenzo and Jessica, apart from the main action of 
the drama. There is still a separation of poetry and life. 
Prince Hal is most real when he is T^th Falstaff, and 
Viola is more convincing with Olivia or Sir Toby than 
with the* Duke. There is no such fusion of action, pas- 
sion, and character in a unity of poetic conception and 
rendering as we get later. It might perhaps b» said that 
no single play of this period, with the exception of Mid- 
summer NighVs Bream, is completely a poem. Neverthe- 
less, in this scries of plays Shakespeare already reaches 
heights of humour, a perfection of movement, an intensity 
of vitality, a splendour of rhetoric, an exquisiteness of 
fancy, a truth of observation, a definiteness, of portraiture, 
until then and up to now unapproached in drama. 

Romeo and Juliet is based upon a translation into Eng. 


Romeo and Juliet 
(Quarto, 1597). 


lish verse of a novel by Bandello, the 
Eomeus and Juliet (1562) *of Arthur 
Brooke; but although Shakespeare fol- 


lows the order of events as given in the poem very closely, 


he leaves the phraseology cf his original severely alone.' 


This is an ardent and beautiful play of youthful idealism. 
The hearts of the lovers beat beneath a veil of euphuistic 
preciosiiy,® but the ardour and freshness of their love is 


^ No douht SliakcfJ^peare also met with the story in Painter’s 
Palace of Pleasure, 1066. The Novelle of Bandello had appeared 
in 1584. ^ 

^ There is a great deal in the play that reminds ns of Lyly and 
there are reflexions, also, of Marlowe and Kyd. In The Jew of 
Malta (II. i.) occui^the lines : 

* But stay ! what star shines yonder in the East ? 

The loadstar of iny life ’ : 

see Rmmq and Juliet (II. ii. ). And, strangely enough, the Nurse’s 
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immortal.' The elements of romanticism and euphuism 
mix throughout and are fused in the character pf Mercutio. 
In the beautiful farewell scene (III. ▼.), in the Nurse 
scenes, in the balcony scene, and in the Mercutio death* 
scene, Shakespeare forgets to be euphuistic; but Juliet^s 
lamentations (III. ii-) an extreme example of the 
playing with words that occur** throughout the play, and 
are as affected as the exquisite foppery of the Queen Mab 
speech. The pljyr forms a, link between the first and 
second groups, but belongs to the second rather than to 
the first, Tecause, while tragic in idea, it is almost wholly 
free from the influence of Marlowe, and because in it 
humour becomes for the first time an element of great 
importance. The Nurse has more actuality than any pre- 
vious figure. She occurs in Brockets poem, but Mercutio 
is an invention of Shakespeare. 

King John is* based upon a Mario wesque chronicle play 
in two parts, entitled The Troublesome Baigne 
0 / King John, which appeared in 1591. Shake- 
-speare compressed this older play into five acts 
and rewrote the whole of it, though he reproduces its 
general plan. King John shows an advance in character- 
ization as compared with the earlier historical dramas. 
If there is no figure equal in interest to that of the King 
in Bichard II,, yet on tlie whole the characters are more 
vigorously and clearly detached from the scene than those 
of that play or of Richard HI. Though Arthur is some- 
what conventionally handled, there is more truth in the 
pathos of the famous scene with Hubert than in the 
lamentations of Bichard II. But the play is declamatory 

lines : * O love, O life, not life but love in deatlj,' etc., are a parody 
of lines in The Spanish Tragcdie. 

^ *No one,* said Tennyson, speaking of this play, *hajB drawn 
the true passion of love Uke Shakespeare.’ 
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Merchant of Venict 
(Quartos, 1600). 


and rhetorical rather than impassioned or poetic. There 
is a 'suggestion that the wrongs and woes of Constance 
were intended to form a tragic core to the drama; but 
fine as her rhetoric is, Constance is monotonously violent, 
unimpassioned, and unconvincing. Actually, therefore, 
the play has no centre of interest and bo unity, and at 
veiy few points does it seam to have obtained complete 
hold of •Shakespeare’s imagination. A noteworthy point 
is the omission of any reference to 'bhe Great Charter, a 
point amusingly emphasized in a recent ‘ revival.’ 

/ The main plot of The Merchant of Venice is "aT tissue of 
^ absurdities derived from a long-winded 

romance of an Arabian type, which 
Capell discovered in the Fourth Day 
of II Pecorone, a collection of stories written in emula 
tion of the Decameron by the Florentine, Ser Giovanni. 
The subsidiary tale of the Caskets is d!*awn fi*om the 
mediaeval anecdote book, the Oesta Romanorum. The 
two stories are knit together through the agency of Bassa- 
nio, but without the least regard to circumstantial plausi- 
bility. The casket-will and the legal procedure in Act IV. 
belong properly to the realm of comic opera. Tot of all 
the plays Sliakespcare had so far written none is so full 
of actuality and none is so graceful. Most remarkable is 
the extraordinary figure of Shylock. In comparison with 
this, Marlowe’s Barabas is a vulgar and conventional 
conception.' Shakespeare represents his a man 

perverted to a base malignity by just sense of. facial 
wrong. This sense of wrong is central in S hjlock; his 
avarice" an3 even his maKce are only sepondaiEy. 


^ There is realjy nothing in common between Barabas and 
Shylock. Their avarice and their hatred of Chril^tian8 are unlike. 
It may be noted in passing that nothing could Ife more unlike 
Marlowe than the exquisite fifth act of The Merchant of Venice, 
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signifiGant of Shakespeare’s artistie freedom that he should 
have represented him otherwise than as merely hatefnL 
Shjlock is the first great Shakespearean character, the first 
really tragic figure the poet created, ti^ firtt. of , 
acting parts after Richard But none of the other 

figure’s in the pUy are fully realized. Interest in the love 
story is sadly diminished by ^he fact that it is difficult to 
regard Bassanio as other than a needy adventiyer whose 
main purpose is Ho get clear of all the debts he owes.* 
It was not Shakespeare’s intention to represent him thus ; 
but his relations with Portia and with Antonio alike are 
carelessly handled. Yet the fifth act.marka tho highest 
point Shakespeare had yet reachjgd in pure conicdj. 

^he gossamer texture of the Midsummer NigMs Dream 
is woven from Shakespeare’s own ima- 

*** 160 o”*^ covered for the plot.* The scene is 

laid in Arcadia, which opens into fairy- 
land. It might be called a pastoral poem : almost all the 
speeches and incidents might have formed part of a pas- 
toral by Spenser or Drayton. But even in Spenser we 
look in vain for such justness of fancy and phrasing. A s 
a whole the play is unique, and not one of Shakespeare’s 

* It is ncvertlielesR |>ossihlc that, with Shy lock, Shakespeare 
may liave intentionally exploited the excited curiosity aroused in 
England during the summer of 1594, by the hanging at Tyburn of 
the Jewish physician of Elizabeth, Lopez, on a doubtful charge of 
conspiring to poison the Queen. 

^ Shakespeare apfiarently took some names from Plutarch's 
Life of TheseuSf and one from Chaucer’s Knight* s Tale, Oberon, 
king of the fairies, comes into Greene’s James IV, Py ramus and 
Thisbe and the name Titania are from Ovid’s Metamorphoses, 
Stratford folk-lore and perhaps Stratford performances might have 
suggested tfte fairies and clowns. Puck or Kobin Goodfellow is an 
old English character. (See Sikes, British Goblins^ chap. iL) 
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dramas is a more perfectly hcormoiiious whole. It is the 
first of his plays which from the first scene, in which 
Hermia is given her choice between marriage with Deme- 
trius and 

‘ living a barren sister all her life, 

Chanting faint hymns to the cold fruibess moon,’ 

« 

to the la^t, in which the fairies dance at midnight in 
Theseus’ palace, is unmistakably a wbrk of genius. In 
no other writer is to be found such a combination as that 
of the majesty of Theseus, made up of courtesy, wisdom, 
and consciousness of strength, the rude drolleries of the 
clowns, and the exquisite purged earthliness of the fairies. 
The unreality of the love story is no flaw ; passion would 
here be grotesquely out of place. 

The Taming of the Shreio is merely a Shakespearean 
version of a play entitled The Taming of a 
S'^rew, published in 1594. Shakespeare re- 
cast and greatly improved the older play 
and added the uninteresting episode of Bianca and Lucentio, 
which is taken with very little alteration from G-ascoigne’s 
Supposes. Apart from its ‘ go ’ and good humour, the fine 
swagger of Petruchio, and the brilliant Induction, it is a 
boisterous farce of relatively little merit.^ 

The two parts of Henry IV. and the play of Henry V. 
are based upon the chronicle of Holinshed, supplemented 
by a wretched old play called The Famous Victories of 
Henry V. Shakespeare’s play of Henry V, can be referred 

' The story of the Haming* a very ancient tale of almost 
universal currency ; and the trick played upon Sly is at least as 
old as the Arabian Nights. A curious point is that Shakespeare 
has placed the inn out of which Christopher Sly was bundled in the 
neighbourhood of Stratford and added local names bAh of places 
and persons. The tables are amusingly if coarsely turned on Petru- 
chio by a secohd wife in Fletcher’s Tamer Tam*d of Ifll. 
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with certainty to the winter of 1598-9, and Henry IV. to 
the preceding twelvemonth. Together these 
P^***^® form an epic, rising at its close to an 
^ 2 Hen IV English might and achieveir 

(Qua^^eoO) Senry V. is informed throughout 

by 4he pride of England* It is a patriotic 
triumph drama— the only pky of Shakespeare written in 
the spirit of John of Gaunt’s dying outburst in Bicjiardll., 
or the moral given to Prince Henry by Falconbridge ; 

* Naught shall make ns rue, 

If England to itself do rest but true.’ 


As a whole these plays show a marked advance in dra- 
matic power, knowledge of life, characterization, and 
creative humour.' Constructively, they stand far above 
any previous play save the Midsummer Night* s Bream. 
The splendid swinging march of the drama is not inter- 
rupted, but is freed from monotony by the masterly inser- 
tion of the underplot. The detachment, the vitality of all 
the principal and many of the minor figures, is unequalled 
in any earlier play. Than in this trilogy no more splendid 
rhetoric is to be found, even in Shakespeare. A com- 


Henry V. 
(Quarto, IGOO). 


parison of the heroic and martial blank 
verse of Henry V. with the lyric verse of 
Midsummer Night's Bream will show the 


immense flexibility and power with which Shakespeare 
already wielded his instrument. As regards Falstaff, the 
language of mere eulogy is out of place. The height of 
Shakespeare’s creative humour is reached here, ^t is a 
sup rem e expression’ of Shakei^care’s jpy iiLlife^- Fafstaff 
is one of the greatest creations of world -literature, or 
if this he not so, if his appeal is le^^s universal than 


' The Bcen^ in which Mrs. Quickly has Falstaff arrested touches 
the highest point of pure comedy. 
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that of Don Quixote, it is only because he is so entirely 
Engiish.^ 

When Shakespeare wrote Henry V., it was anticipated 
by his public that they were to renew their acquaintance 
with Falstaff, but in this they were disappointed. Queen 
Elizabeth, so a strong tradition says, took up their griev- 
ance, and expressed a wish k> see Falstaff in love. Where- 
% . upon Shakespeare produced The Merry 
(QwiHo 160 ^ Wives of Windsor , which is in point of style 
the most colloquial of his plays, i^the space 
of a fortnight * It is impossible to reconcile the characters 
with their counterparts in Henry IV. and Henry V. The 
Merry Wives was written, it is true, to fill an unhistorical 
gap between these two dramas ; but, as might be expected 
in the case of a sequel written to order in a hurry, the 
characters which had been constructed for high comedy 
are often hardly more than recognizable when submitted 
to the changed conditions of a broad and homely, but 
thoroughly genial and highly diverting farce. 

The chronological position of As You Like It * may be 


' The four plays {lUchard II., Henry IV., Parts T. and II., and 
Henry V.) seem to have been designed, as Dr. Johnson pointed 
out, to form a connoted liistoncal series. But thougli follow- 
ing each other in historical order, ai’tistically a wide interval 
separates Richard II. fiom the three plays that follow. In King 
John Shakespeare had already ventured to introduce an element 
of humour into the grave and stately march of an historical 
drama, and this attains its greatest strength in 1 Henry IV. 

* The printed ‘ tradition ’ dates from 1702 (Dennis). Hints for 
the tricks played upon Falstafi' by the * merry * wives may derive 
from * Tale of the Two I-iOveraA-of Pisa * in Tarltons Newes out of 
Purgatorie, 1590, the original being in the Notts of Straparola 
(1569). The Folio jersion is nearly twice as long as the Quarto, 
which may be either a mutilated sketch of the play or a condensed 
early draft. * 

^ Entered in * Stationers Register,’ 1600, but though licensed 
apparently aot printed before 1623. * 
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referred with floinething like certainty to the space be- 
^ tween the publication of Marlowe’s Hero 

• ^1623)*^^ Leonder (from which Shakespeare 

borrows a line) in 1598 and ‘the produc-% 
tlon of twelfth Night early in 1601-2. * Under the Green- 
wood Tree* is the dominant note of the play, and its 
original theme one of the old English legends, such as 
Greene had delighted to use in The Pinner of W^Jeefield, 
The Tale of Oamelyie was a fourteenth- century story with 
an outlaw hero of the Eobin Hood ballad type; Lodge 
associate^lEhis homely native product with the graces of 
the conventional Renaissance pastoral in his Bosalynde of 
1590. Shakespeare adopted the incidents of Lodge’s novel 
with few changes, though in the midst of the novelist’s 
Arcadia he has set the irony of Jaques and Touchstone, 
and alongside of the conventional Silvius and Phebe the 
comic rusticity 6f Audrey.' A pastoral poem^of auiqMuw- 
ing lyrical richness, which has more in common struc- 
turally with Midsummer NigMs Bream than with such 
a comedy as Much Ado, As You Like It is yet far removed 
from the earlier work by its pervasive irony. The lambent 
wit of Rosalind, the more acid vein of Touchstone, whose 
motley is always at hand to ‘ resolve wisdom’s white ray 
into the prismatic colours of folly,’ reveal the dramatist in 
one of his most sportive moods ; yet ih Jaques and the 
Duke new notes of a graver import are struck. As in 
What You Will, the ending of As You Like It is not 
laboured to a semblance of probability. It is rather that 


^ Cf. Armado and Joquenetta in Lovers Labour Lost Jaques, 
Touchstone, and Audrey are all characters of Shakespeare’s inven- 
tion, and owe nothing to Lodge. Details for Charles the Wrestler 
and for Touchstone’s remarks upon the varieties of Lie (V. iv.) 
were borrowed* from the hook of the celebrated fencer, Saviolo^ hu 
Practice (1595). 
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of a child's fairy tale : how else should things end in the 
Forest of Arden ? 

That with the close of the century Shakespeare’s 
humorous and constructive power was approaching its 
zenith is strongly evidenced by the next two comedies. 

Jkuch Ado About loathing, unsurpassed in dialogue and 
^ ^ in the intcrjjJay of character, is one of the 

(Quarto T(ioO) of all comedies, and one of the 

most finely balanced, its brightness is not 
derived from its plot, wliich is indeed of a somewhat 
gloomy character. The story of Don Pedro ancTTiis friend 
Claudio, and the latter’s love for the daughter of Leonato, 
is told in the twenty-second of the Novels ^ of Matteo 
Bandello.' The intrigue is as unpromising for a comedy 
as that of All's Well; but Shakespeare treats the tragic 
element very liglilly. The outrageous conduct of Claudio 
at the altar only postpones the nuptials from the fourth 
act to the fifth, and the conclusion of the whole matter is 
— simply, Much Ado About Nothing. The title seems, in 
fact, almost more ironical than that of All's^ Well that 
Ends Well, In both plays the evil agency of the plot is 
traceable to a stage villain, and in both alike Shake- 
speare drew the cruel and selfish young gallant of the 
period without any idealizing touches. Claudio and Ber- 

^ A somewhat modi tied version is given in Belief crest’s Histoires 
Tragiques (vol. iii. ).’ A jday called a ‘ Historic of Ariodante and 
Geneuora shewed l>efore her Matie on Shruvestuesdaie at night 
enacted by Mulcasters cliiidren’ (1583), based upon a sc^e in 
tlie Orlando of Ariosto, may have given Shakespeare the idea of 
Hero’s personation by Margaifet (cf. Eaerie Queenc, IT. iv. 16). 
Among the Comedies Much Ado resembles the Merry Wiues in the 
large proportion of prose. The pure comicality and dense good 
hnmour of Dogberry have been equalled only by Dickens. The 
constables and headboronghs were as much a subject* of Merriment 
in Shakespeare’s day as they were later in those of Fielding. 
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tram are both distinguished for bravery ; only Claudio’s 
selfishness is of a more cubbish and ungenerous kind even 
than that of Bertram. The portraits of both these young 
warriors, of * crack regiments ’ no doubt, are so lifelilce 
as to suggest that they were drawn ad vivum. The in- 
tellectual atmosphere of the play is created by the de- 
lightful wit-combats between* Benedick and Beatrice, an 
importation of Shakespeare’s own. The play drew full 
houses (as Leonard T)igges informs us) under its popular 
title of ^enedick and Beatrice. Benedick is a shrewd 
and kindly man of the world, superficially affected ; Beat- 
rice, a young Renaissance damsel, brilliantly educated, 
flashing with sharp wit, beautiful and unabashed, the 
sunshine of her uncle Leona to’ s house, is almost, if not ^ 
quite, the most attractive of all Shakespeare’s heroines. 
There is nothing in all comedy more brilliant than the 
interplay of these two. The pair had begun to take an 
interest in each other when the play begins, but the 
barbed wit of Beatrice had piqued Master Benedick’s 
self-esteem rather more than he cared to admit, while 
Beatrice had conceived a dislike for the airs, especially the 
woman-hating airs, that the gentleman gave himself. The 
way in which Shakespeare converts their mutual irritation 
into the basis of a real and lasting affection is a triumph 
of art. The supposed discovery that Benedick is con- 
sumed by a passion for her develops Beatrice from a 
saucy girl, * in whose eyes disdain and scorn ride sparkling,* 
into a woman. The wrong done to her cousin Hero brings, 
out all the fine and generous elements in her nature. 
When Hero’s own father accepts her guilt as proven, 
when Claudio without a doubt or a touch of remorse 
consigns her to shame, when the friar remains silent, and 
the generous* Benedick himself knows not what to say, 
Beatrice alone, whose wit is acknowledged to be ^ shrewd 
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as her heart is generous, instinctiTelj and without a 
moment’s hesitation rebuts the foul charge : 

* Oh, on my soul, my cousin is belied ! * 

Benedick is successfully spurred to champion the cause 
of injured innocence. But as soon as ev^er the' dark sky of 
trouble is cleared, Beatrice i^covers her gayest spirits and 
is eager- for fresh victories in the ‘merry -war’ between 
herself and ‘Signor Montantd.’ ‘I yield to your love,’ 
she says, ‘ only upon great persuasion, and partly to save 
your life, for I was told you were in a consumption.* But 
Benedick knows that he has won her heart, and that it is 
a heart of gold.’ 

The animation of the whole comedy, the blended har- 
mony of prose and verse, the skilful arrange- 
ment of light and shade, and alternation of 
lively, tender, and severe, are only surpassed 
in Twelfth Night, the brightest, the most playable, and the 
most humorous — or, let us say, in one word, with Halliwell, 
‘the perfection of English comedy.’ The fable is again 
drawn from Bandello, but the story had been dramatized at 
Siena in 1531 in a clever coterie comedy called GV Ingannati, 

‘ It would almost seem as if in the consciousness of the supreme 
craft that he had at length attained in light comedy, Shakespeare 
resolved to retrace in firmer outline a number of his earlier and 
more tentative sketches pf character. Thus, in Benedick he may 
be said to develop his youthful conception of Biron. In Dogberry, 
Dull is retouched by the creator of Bottom. Among Dogberry’s 
relatives in later plays we discern Elbow and the second grave- 
digger. Friar Francis speaks 14 tones very similar to those of the 
Friar in liomeo and Juliet, While Scott’s heroes are virtuously 
dull, Shakespeare’s often show^ a lack of fine gentlemanly sensi- 
bility, and in this ’respect Claudio resembles Proteus (cf. Bertram 
and Posthumus). The sharp-tongued Maria in Itodfth Night 
has been termed a ‘ Beatrice Below Stairs.’ 



ALL *8 WELL THAT ENDS WELL. 


8t 


and repeated in Bamabe Bicb's 1581 collection of Italian 
tales. The story is wholly transformed by Shakespeare’s 
• touch. In no play is Shakespeare’s broad and genial 
sympathy with human nature, in its weaknesses, better 
seen. The bullying parasite ^ and the zany, the pompous 
fatuity of the major domo, the kittenish vivacity of Maria, 
and the caustic fooling of Feste create an atmosphere rich 
in almost transcendental fun. It is an unrivalled group 
of comic figures. The courtly scenes, with the musical 
duke an^ the stately Olivia, are bejewelled with ingenious 
dialogue and matchless lyric, and this marvellous wealth 
of life makes us forget altogether the slenderness and 
repetition of the plot. 

The comedy of All's Well that Ends Well is a great 


AlVa Well that 
Ends Welim 
(1623). 


triumph of composition. Shakespeare 
takes an intrigue of fantastic and lemi- 
oriental type,® furnishes it with European 
characters, and decorates it with English 


clownage and courtly witj yet the result is not an in- 
congruous patchwork, but a fascinating scenic spectacle. 
The plot is a fanciful imbroglio, and the situations, even 


' Sir Toby has some affinities with Falstaffi ; his excuse about 
drinking healths is quite in the fat knight’s vein. After Sir John, 
the * affectioned ass ’ Malvulio is said to have been one of the best 
* draws’ on the Elizabethan stage : 

' The Cockpit, Galleries, Boxes^ all are full. 

To hear Malvoglio, that cross-gartered Gull.’ 

* Nov. 9, Giom. iii. of the Decameron^ englished in Painter’s 
Palace of Pleasure, 1^66, Pt. I., novel 1. 38. The novel ends 
by Gilletta taking her sons and tfte ring .and throwing herself 
upon Beltramo’s honourable clemency. Yet it must be said that 
the story reads much more plausibly in the .qovel than in the 
drama, which is, however, an excellent acting play. The play 
was first prinilbd In the Folio of 1623. There is no division into 
scenes, and the text is far from satisfactory. 
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when thej seem most threatcaing, have no more reality 
that arabesques ; to regard tbe characters too seriously is 
merely to court delusion. As stage parts they are beauti-. 
•fully finished. Bertram is the froward, aristocratic blood, 
just as Shakespeare saw him at Court ; a masculine beauty, 
predestined to bonnes fortunes, not encucnbered with heart, 
but pre-eminently brave, «and certainly not intended by 
Shakespeare to appear odious. The dramatist was, in 
fact, as lenient as Dame Fortune to g&llant and fascinating 
young men, who, after all, whatever their moral defects, 
make admirable figures in comedy. Lafeu is a delightful 
old courtier, ripe, accomplished and kindly — the confidant 
of all. The Countess is, as Mrs. Jameson says, ‘one of 
Titian’s old ladies, reminding us still amid their wrinkles 
of that soul of beauty and sensibility which must have 
animated them when young.’ Parolles is an admirable 
comic figure with something of Pistol, ’ les^f of Palstaff, 
more of Jonson’s Bobadill or the Bessus of A King and No- 
King, Helena, if not quite consistently realized, is a very 
woman : the skill with which Shakespeare precludes any 
doubt as to the essential purity of her nature, despite the 
ugly situations in which she is placed, is one of the miracles 
of his art. 

As we postponed treating Romeo and Juliet until the 
conclusion of the first group of plays, so we have deferred 
speaking of All *8 Well until the close of the second or 
comedy period. The date of its composition forms in 
truth one of the knottiest problems of Shakespearean 
chronology. In some respects it seems almost as early as 
the Two Gentlemen of Ferfi/rta, in oth*ers almost as late as 
Measwre for Measure, The rhyming discourse between 
Helena and the King (II. i.) is distinctly juvenile. In 
the previous scene with the Countess the heroine sounds a 
deeper note. The repartee in many places suggests play- 
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Wright Lylj and the witty interchange of that school 
classic, the Colloquia of Erasmus, much more than th^ ex- 
quisite badinage of Much Ado, The clown is a puzzling 
intermediary between Launce and Speed on the one hand, 
a^id Toilchstone and Feste on the other. There is little 
that is youthful qither in the sentiment or rhythm of the 
Countess’s parting words to Bertram : 

. ‘Love all, trust a few, 

Do wrong to none ; be able for thine enemy 
BailiQr in power than use, and keep thy iriend 
Under thy own life’s key.* 

And ParoUes ; — his acquiescence in the shameful exposure 
of his cowardice in * Yet I am thankful . . .* ! This is not 
less wonderful in its reach than Falstaff upon his repudia- 
tion by the new King Hal,' ‘ Master Shallow, I owe you a 
thousand ptfRnd.' It is probable that the play represents 
>a comparatively early work retouched. It looks as though, 
some years after he had written the comedy in its original 
form, Shakespeare had been struck by the seriousness of 
the issues suggested rather than raised', and that in his 
revision his interest in this more serious aspect of the 
plot had modified the scenes with the Countess and the 
character of Helena. 

The suggestion that early workmanship is overlaid by 
later revision in this play is strengthened by the fact that 
its plot is drawn from the same source^ as Borneo and 
Juliet, which is dated about 1594-5; while if the play 

‘ Truly, as Charles Kingsley sakl, ‘there are moods of man 
which no one will dare to describe unless,- like Shakespeare, he is 
Shakespeare, and like Shakespeare knows it not ’ {Hereward). 

* It was taken immediately from Painter’s l^lace of Plrjisure 
(1566), the groigt storehouse of talcs from lloccaccio and the later 
Italian novellieri 
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were the original Love's Labour's Wou spoken of by Merea 
(as 'there is excellent reason to suppose), the change of 
name would seem to indicate revision subsequent to 1598. , 
The interpolated work may have been as late as 1601-2 ; 
but for all this it seems to us a complete mistake to dis- 
sociate All 's Well from the Floreal rperiod of Shake- 
spearean comedy. The way in which a painful theme is 
circum<rented reminds one most decisively of Much Ado, 
The gaiety outgoes the gloom. Tmgic issues are sug- 
gested, but are slurred over. The denouement is pure 
Perrault, and we arc assured at the cost of some violence 
to our innermost convictions that ‘ All 's WelV 


§ 4. Tragedy, 

The period of Shakespeare’s absolute maturity of thought 
and style is marked by a curiously abrfipt ^transition to 
tragic themes. After Much Ado and Twelfth Night comes 
a succession of tragedies, broken only by the irony of 
Troilus and Cressida and the speculation of Measure for 
Measure, The contrast between the plays of this period 
{Julius Caesar to Coriolanus ') and those of the preceding 
period is the more strongly marked, because until Julius 
Caesar Shakespeare had written no tragedy, save in the 
Marlowesque or romantic sense. That from about 1600 to 
1609 his mind was preoccupied with the tragedy of life is 
certain. To assert that his persistent selection of tragic 


^ The following are, as before, approximate dates of composition 


and production: 

c 

Julius Caesar . • • 

• 1601 

Hamlet 

• 1602 

Troilus and Cressida , 

. 1603* 

Measure for Measure, 

.1603-4 

Othello 

. 1604 


Macbeth •••••• 1605-6 

King Lear • • • • . 1606 
Timon of Athens . . 1607-8* 
Antony and Cle^atra . 1608 
Coriolanus • • « • . 1609* 
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tliprneB in those years was unconnected with his .own 
personal inner life, that he turned to tragedy simply 'he- 
• cause he thought it would pay, and kept to it simply be- 
cause it actually did pay, would be to assert a psycho^ 
logical absurdity. To insist that his choice of such themes 
must have had some relation to the externals or mere 
circumstances of his life would be at least equally pre- 
sumptuous. It is, nevertheless, quite probable that con- 
siderations of demand and supply to some extent deter- 
mined the character of Shakespeare's work in these years. 

A few essential features, positive and negative, of the 
tragedy of Shakespeare may be observed. It is invariably 
a tragedy of weakness. There is ho instance in it of the 
strug^e of a sffong" man against overwhelming' circum- 
stance, or the struggle of a good man against overwhelming 
evil. In higjragedies, the ruin of the hero is in every 
the consequence of his own weakness or follies. In no single 
instance does his fall result from his own nobility of char- 
acter or purpose. Every one of the heroes of Shakespeare's 
tragedies is a weak man. Even Coriolanus is weak by 
reason of absolute lack of self-control. L^r, though more 
of a victim than anything else, has an ill-balanced mind, 
and owes his fate to an act of egregious folly. Hamlet, 
the highest spirit of them all, fails least. He, at.JLeaiglL^ 
a fashion, does his work. ^ 

Nor is the theme of Shakespearean tragedy in any case 
a moral struggle against what is called temptation. There 
is no such struggle in Macbeth or Antony, for neither hero 
has more than a rudimentary cqpscience. Hamlet doubts 
of his duty, as he well might, but in him there is no 
question of a choice between known good and known evil. 
The themes chosen are not ethical in any (fistinctive sense. 

Love plays but a small part in Shakespearean tragedy. 
With Juliui OaefaTf Cwiolanuit MacbetK Lear az^d Timofit 



86 


AGB OB SnABBSBEAftB. 


it lias nothing to do. In^ Hamlet it is veiy subordinate. 
E^n Qtiello is not £». tragedy of love: that is,. the pata- 
fitrophe does not arise from the love but from Othello’s 
'immoral credulity C^nly Antony and Cleopatra is^ a 
tragedy of love: and even there one is^made to feel that 
Antony would have thrown himself away and fallen before 
Octavius though Cleopatra had never existed. 

It would be rash to draw very positive conclusions from 
these facts, but they are suggestive. Shakespeare was an 
idealistic artist, but he lived in the centre of tlie actual. 
The tragedy of moral struggle, or of heroic failure, or of 
love are rare things com 2 )aratively, but the tragedy of 
weakness is everywhere. 

The tragedy of mere weakness, however, is apt to Ins 
sordid. It is never so with Shakespearean tragedy. 
Shakespeare’s tragic heroes, though they ftre%» 3 Jie of them 
heroic, are all finely or even splendidly endowed. Every 
one of them has groat qualities, and most of them are 
men of great intellect. Coriolanus, Antony, Hamlet, even 
Lear, are all men of commanding intellect ; men whose in- 
tellect is beyond that of the common man of genius. 

If Shakespeare had died in the year 1600, we should 
know him as a great poet, a great humorist, a great 
artist, hardly to be matched in the realization of character, 
and the greatest of all dramatists. We should not know 
him as he revealed himself in the following years, as the 
greatest of all poets who have dealt with human life, as 
the poet of universal humanity, supreme, solitary, omni- 
j)otent, % * 

Julius Caesar is founded on the life of Caesar in North’s 
^lutarch, to the phraseology of which Shake- 
speare adhered closely in man; places ; but 
there is no trace in Plutarch (beyond a men* 
tion of ibe fact that he spoke) of Mark Antony’s oration. 


^Julitts Caesar 
( 1623 ). 
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the greatest piece of popular oratory on record. The play 
was a new departure both in subject and style; it may 
fairly be called the first Shakespearean tragedy, since 
Romeo •and Juliet was romantic rather than tragic, and 
Richard III. was tragic only in the Marlowesque sense. 
Splendidly though it is written, the play is rather faultily 
constructed. The disappearance of Caesar produces some- 
thing like an anti-climax. The real weakness lies in the 
position of Bratus, who, though heroic, is a dupe. Othello 
too is » dupe, but in Othello we have the working of 
elemental passions with which we can all sympathize; 
Brutus, we feel, was on the wrong side. Shakespeare 
seems to have been in two minds about Caesar : he 
could not wholly sympathize with a regicide, nor could he 
bring himself to distort Caesar into a tyrant.^ The diction 
of the pl^i^s ifiore lucid than that of any later Shake- 
spearean drama. The text is a singularly good one. 

A play on the story of Hamlet existed in 1589. Shake- 
speare’s play was first acted in 1602. The story of the 
play appears in the Histoires Tragiques (vol. v.) of Belle- 
forest, who adapted it from the Hietoria Banica (c. 1180) 
of Saxo Grammaticus. Little more than a rough outline 
of the story was obtained from this source. Two quartos 
appeared, the first a rough and imperfect version (em- 
bodying, in all likelihood, fragments of the old play of 
Hamlet* 8 Revenge, conjecturally ascribed to Kyd), probably 
piratical, in 1G03, and the second an undoubtedly author- 
ized version in 1604. The version given in the folio of 

* • 

' As usual, Shakespeare hesitated to depart from his historical 
authority, and though lie represented Caesar as intoxicated with 
success, * his wisdom is consumed in confideiicc/ he makes no 
attempt to place him before us as a legitimate object of hatred. 
He may have been inflnenced by a non -extant play of J tdius Cae^nr 
produced by his own theatiical company in ioh4. 
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1623 differs from both of these, and is a good deal 
longer. The textus recepius is based upon a combination 
of the folio and second quarto versions. 

" In this tragedy we have a far greater concentration of 
interest than in any previous play, with the exception of 
Richard JJJ., and a corresponding completeness of organic 
unity, separating it decisively from the earlier charming 
or splcxfdid medleys and even from Julius Caesar, Every 
incident and personage is related to*^ Hamlet. We see 
almost nothing of the King, or Queen, or Opheli%, except 
so far as they conoeni him. There is, for the first time, a 
complete fusion of poetry anJIife. Hamlet’s soliloquies 
^ are not comments upon incidents; they 

Haalet’s mind is 
the theme, and the incidents serve merely 
to modulate its reflexions. It were useless speak in 
brief of the philosophy of a play which comouuds the 
philosophers, or of the astonishing reality which captivates 
the ordinary playgoer ; though it may perhaps be suggested 
that it is the play of Shakespeare in which the supreme 
dramatic craft and the supreme poetic power are most 
completely balanced. So it comes about that a drama 
almost entirely of thought still holds the stage even more 
triumphautly than any other of Shakespeare’s plays.' 

^'^The keynote is struck in the opening scene, which thrills the 
audience with a sense of foreboding, while the Shakespearean note 
of Nature’s recupei ative force is struck firmly at the close. In the 
last two acts some signs of hastier work are apparent, though it is 
noteworthy that the gravediggers’ scene, wh\ch was cited by Voltaire 
and other eighteenth-century cf itics as an instance of Shakespeare’s 
grossnesB and vulgarity of conception, is now admitted by all dis- 
criminating critic^ to constitute a genuine triumph of artistic 
effect. * Hamlet,’ says Tennyson, 'is the greatest creation in 
literature that I know of.’ The popular appreciaWn of more 
extraneous f^tui'es of the play, such as the lecture of Polonins 
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Troilntt Cressida was apparently acted in 1(103. Its 
theme was perhaps suggested to SKakc- 

• ((S^rto. by Dekker and 

1609). Chettle, bearing the same title (1599- 
1600) ; but the only .known sources are 
Chaucer’s Troilus^nd Gresseid and Lydgate’s Troy Booked 
Shakespeare’s Cressid, however, is wholly unlike her of 
the older writers. There are two strange things about 
this magnificently teritten but chaotic drama. In the 
first place it is completely lacking in the unity which 
the dramatist had just achieved in Hamlet There is no 
centre of interest and no logical development. The story 
of Troilus and Cressida is only .an episode, and the play 
ends with th^ death of Hector, a still more episodical 
personage. In the second idace, as a fitting adjunct to 
much political wisdom, there is a strong element of cynic- 
ism, very fBucb ^stronger than in any other Shakespearean 
play. The youthful love of Troilus is based upon pure 
illusion j Cressida, the object of it, is a perfectly drawn 
light-o’-love ; while the commentary is supplied by Pan- 
darus. Ajax is depicted as a butt, and the play ends with 
the apotheosis of the brute, Achilles.* It is supposed by 
some authorities that in this play Shakespeare took up 


or Hamlet's advice to the players, in which are topical allusions 
to conflict going on at the time between adult and ))oy actors^ is 
shown by the fact that every other line in them has become a 
proverbial saying. The jiicturesque machinery of the play within 
a play may be noted as an Italian device which had already been 
used by Kyd (in The Sjfjanish Tragedie) and other wiiters. ^ 

* Shakespeare may also have readthe early portions of Chapman’s 
Hemer, and pos-sibly Caxton's Rccuyell of the Histories of Troy, 

‘ The Greek heroes, Ajax and Achilles, look^ at first sight as if 
they were intended as an antidote to all hero-worship ; but in this 
Shakespeare ^ras merely following the Latin mediaeval tradition. 
Hector was one of the nine worthies and was always depicted as a 
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the cudgels for the romantic drama against the assaults 
of Ben Joiison ; that he caricatured Marston as Thersitos 
and Jonson as Ajax. The evidence seems to point rather* 
io the conclusion that Slialiespeare, though his .view of 
the drama was certainly not that of Jonson, took no 
definite side in the semi-burlesque * Poetb-macliia ’ of 1601. 

It is not denied that Shakespeare had good-natured 
thrust?^ now and again at such writers as Marlowe, Kyd, 
Ljly, and otliers, and it is possible that he may have 
intended to burlesque as Dull the heavy-handed Anthony 
Munday. Quite possibly again, he may have aimed a 
shaft at Marston, the Lenville of the Elizabethan stage- 
fraternity, who was moreover a perfect Ishmael without 
permanent ties, continually oscillating between gross scur- 
rility and absurd rodomontade. But if he satirized him 
at all it is much more likely that he did ^ as Pistol 
than as Tliersites. Such evidence as there is inclines us, 
very willingly, to the belief that Shakespeare took rather 
an Olympian view of these playwright squabbles. By 
an audience suspicious of covert insult certain lines in 
Troilua and Greaaida may easily have been taken to glance 
upon the classicism of such writers as Jonson and Chap- 
man ; but had Shakespeare deliberately gone out of his 
way to insult Jonson (in the very manner which Jonson 
resented so persistently in the case of Marston), we cannot 
believe that Jonson would ever have spoken of him later, 
as he almost invariably did, namely, as a very great if 
slightly erratic genius. 

t 

hero, while Achilles was drawn as a mean and cowardly rascal. 
The succession of the mediaeval Troy legend is most admirably 
traced by M. Paiil Stapfer, who regards the cynical passages in 
TroUus and Creaaida in the light of a recreation for^the dramatist 
after serious work upon the tragedies. If you wish to know Shake- 
speare’ i utter freedom of thought, said Goethe, read this play. 
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The original stoi 7 of Measure for Measure is in &iraldi 
Cinthio's Hecatommitki. George Whetstone 
founded a play upon it in 1578|^ and translated 
(1623). whole story in his Heptameron of 1^82. 

Shakespeare, however, profoundly modified 
the story ; in tlie original the ending is tragic and some- 
what reseinLles that of Sardou’s well-known La Tosca, 
Shakespeare spares us the mere brutality of sucL an end- 
ing, but only by employing a device both ugly and absurd,* 
The several situations as they arise are magnificently treated, 
and there is perhaps nothing finer in Shakespeare than the 
scene between Angelo and Isabella. The comic scenes 
are full of life, while, as va^ Troilus and Creesida, the 
‘gnomic* or sententious element is very strong.* The 
assignment of the play along with Troilus and Cressida to 
this peijgjJi«^1^03-4) of Shakespeare’s dramatic progress is 
generally adopted, though it presents difficulties of no 
ordinary kind, for it seems to indicate a strange careless- 


' Named Promos and Cassandra. Cinthio also wrote a tragedy 
on the subject called Ejntia (untranslated). 

* That of tlie substitution of Mariana for Isabella. Shakespeare 
had already used this preposterous device in All's Well (cf. The 
Cluingeling^ p. 177). Similarly, in The Winter's Tahy Shakespeare 
foists a happy ending upon a tragic story. The plot of Measure for 
Measure is still further marred by the thinness of the Duke’s dis- 
guise. The Duke’s part is of quite exceptional length. 

^ Insistence on the beauty of chastity is combined with ironical 
treatment of attempts to enforce it by law. The humour of 
Measure for Metmire is of the ripest~so ripe in fact as to be 
almost rotten. £IU)W, another comic constable, is never stale. 
The ex-bawd Pompey, who is set to learn the mystery of Jack 
Ketch, is a droll dog. Lest of all is tlie good-humoured and witty, 
but lying and irrepressible rake, Lucio, who ^icks * like a burr’ to 
the disguiatd duke, and insists upon telling him impossible libels 
about the supposed ab.scntee, that ‘ old fantastical duke of dark 
jeornera* • 
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ness as regards construction in the interval between the 
production of two of the greatest stage masterpieces, 
Hamlet and Othello. The difficulty is only increased by 
putting the date further back, and is not greatly diminished 
if, at the risk of some injury to such external evidence as 
we possess, we put these plays later. • 

Othello was acted before James I. at Whitehall on 
y ^ November 1st, 1604. The story was in all 
(Qu^o^^l622) P**ohability taken direefiy from the same 
source as Measure for Measure, namely, 
Cinthio’s Hecatommithi (Decade 3, Novella 7, JJn Capitemo 
Moro). In this play Shakespeare again attained the com- 
plete imit^ of high tragedy. The concentration of interest 
is as great as in Hamlet, and the suboi dination of the 
exquisite figure of Desdemona is even more complete than 
that of Ophelia.' In otlier respects Othello contrasts 
strongly with Hamlet, IW jmore simple* in^lan and 

' In general, as is the case with most of Shakespeare’s women, 
we lose sight of her personal charms in her attachment and devoted- 
neas to her husband. Love strong as death, and jealousy cruel as 
the grave, is the theme of Oihdlo, which is, in Macaulay’s opinion, 

‘ perhaps the greatest w'ork in the world.’ 

Of the four great tragedies, in llaziitt’s opinion, JCcar stands first 
for the profound intensity of passion ; Macbeth for the wildness 
of the imagination and the rapidity of the action ; Othello for the 
progressive interest and powerful alternations of feeling ; Hamlet 
for the refined development of thought. Of the next play, Matcbeth, 
he says finely: *lt has the rugged severity of an old chronicle 
with all that the imagination of the poet can engraft upon tradi- 
tional belief. The castle of Macbeth round which “the air smells 
wooingly,” and where “the temple-haunting martlet builds,” has 
a real subsistence in the mindt the Weird Sisters meet us in 
person on the blasted heath (Shakespeare excelled in the openings 
of his plays ; that o/ Macbeth is the finest of any) « . . all that 
passed thro* the mind of Macbeth passes, without the loss of a 
tittle, through ours.’ After portraying Revenge and Jealouif 
Kiakespeore depicts the truly appalling * Trfvgedy of Sleep.’ 
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direct in treatment, it is perhaps the most pnrelj realis^ 
of all Shakespeare^s plays. A tragedy of primitive' pas- 
tfI6h7Tt"s appefl islilm to the primal emotions.' 

So terribly real is it, so cruel is * the pity of it/ that the 
last act is almost unbearable. Northcote, an ardent lover 
of Shakespeare, rfsrer dared to read it. The fault of the 
play lies in the fact that Othello has no moral right to 
conviction. Yet he has more right than Claudio (4h Much 
Ado), far more thad Posthumus, and a fortiori more than 
the hardly sane Leontes. A little closer questioning of 
Emilia ^however, would have brought out the truth; and 
this fact concerns Iago*s conduct as well as Othello's. 

The tragedy of Macbeth was first printed in the folio of 
1623, and the text, as is so often the case with 
plays that are based upon no extant quarto ver- 
siom is very corrupt (compare Antony and Cleo- 
patra antfr^in&eh'nc, but more especially Coriolanus), It 
was written in all probability about 1606, and the dramatist 
seems to have gone out of his way to pay a compliment to 
the Scottish monarch, who had first made formal entry 
into London on March 15th, 1604.* The received text has 

' The character of lago, however, is a study of extraordinary in- 
tellcctiial interest. In Ginthio his original motive is jealousy of 
the Moor. The dinouement is transformed in a masterly way by 
Shakespeare, who also creates the parts of Brabantio and Hodcrigo. 

* Sympathy is lavished on James’s ancestor Banquo; while 
Macbeth’s vision of kings who carry twofold balls and treble 
sceptres (IV. i. 120) clearly symbolizes the union of Scotland with 
England and Ireland under James. The story is derived from 
Holinshed's Chronicle of Scottish History, with indirect reference, 
perhaps, to earlier Scots sourcesf and an occasional hint from 
Scot’s Discoverie of Witchcraft, Holinshed, in fact, follows Hec- 
tor Boece, 1626, and Bocce, Fordun. Shakespeare deviates con- 
siderably from Holinshed; and with the exception of Duncan’s 
murder, in %hich Macbeth was concerned either as principal or 
accessory, and the character of Lady Macbeth, there is hardly any 
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much the appearance of a quarto cut down for temporary 
stage -exigencies. 

In this play the concentration of interest is even greater 
tl^an in HamUt or Othello. Macbeth and his wife might 
almost be called the only characters : all tbc rest are pale 
beside them except the Witches — demonic beings these, 
without any real relation to ,the witches of popular belief, 
such as '^Mother Bombie.’ By reason of this concentration, 
and by reason of the hurry of events/ the tragic note is 
here more absolutely dominant than in any other Shake- 
spearean drama. Except for the introduction of the' Porter 
(a stroke of genius) after the terrific scene of the murder, 
there is hardly a touch of humour. The keynote of this, 
the most picturesque, the most lurid and fiercely rapid of 
all tragedies, is struck in the first scene by a miracle of 
imagination, and maintained to the end in spite of in- 
equalities.^ A storm of fear blows through tfflNthort five 
acts. Macbeth’s imagination appals him; he struggles 

point in which the drama coincides with the real history. Almost 
the only point upon w'hich historians agree is that the reign of 
Macbeth was one of remarkable prosperity and vigorous govern- 
ment. A. vindication of Macbeth may he read in Robertson’s Scot- 
land under her Early Kings. But w hat ciiance has truth against 
Shakespeare ? Bee Anatole France, VAnneau d'AmHhyste, 202-203. 

^ The play is exceptionally unequal. The scene of the wounded 
soldier (1. ii.) is feeble and inartistic, and possibly not Shake- 
speare’s, though ‘ where the Norweyan banners flout the sky ’ has 
an unmistakable sound. The passage in which Malcolm attributes 
to himself, alternately, all the vices and all the vii-tues (IV. iii.) 
is somewhat pointless and feeble. While the brevity (the play has 
only 1,993 lines as against 3,924«in Hamlet) Und abruptness of the 
play have given rise to the suspicion that we possess only an im. 
perfect transcript of an^ting version, the weakness of parts has 
led to the suggestion of double authorship. The Cambridge editors, 
Messrs. Clark and Wright, refer!, ii., III. v., and the last forty 
lines to Middleton. This is an extravagant view, but there is 
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eutanglod in a hellish net Uis wife screws her courage to 
a point at which it will not stick, and the cord snaps under 
the tension. 

y King Lear was performed at Whitehall bn December 
26th, 1606.^ Two quarto editions, both imper- 
Kmg Lear quite alike, were published in 

' 1608) * 1^08. The play is founded on a very ancient 

story, versions of which Shakespeare had read 
in Holinshed (whose account is based on that of Geoffrey 
of Monmouth), in Spenser’s Faerie Queene (Bk. IL x.), 
and pr%ably in an anonymous old play of 1593, entitled 
The True Chronicle History of King Leir and his Three 
Daughters, Shakespeare, howev^er, radically altered the 
whole tale. In all the earlier versions the story ends with 
the triumph of Lear and Cordelia. The story of Gloucester 
and his sons is from Sidney’s Arcadia (Bk. II. 10) ; but 
the comnwfll^love of Goneril and Began for Edmund is a 
device of Shakespeare’s own.^ 

This play is more terrible than Macbeth, more piteous 
than Othello, more profound than Hamlet, but less human 
than any of them. And it is too sublime for terror, too 
profound for pity, and almost too vast for thought. lEt is 
bewildering in its intensity and its breadth : the mind re- 
fuses to grasp it as a whole. A scene is enough. It can 
never be as popular on the stage as the other great 
tragedies are. Hamlet is a part in which no great actor 
has failed ; but no one can act Lear, for Lear is more than 

better reason for supposing that the incongruous Hecate is an 
interpolation, though this view is ably contested by Mr. Verity in 
the Pitt Press Macbeth, 

' Reference to *the late eclipse’ (October, 1605) suggests the 
winter of 1605-6 as the probable time of composition. 

* Shakespeare took the name Cordelia from Spenser, in preh^rcnce 
to llolinshed’s Cordeilla. The Fool is entirely of his creation. 
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a man.^ Everything is fused in this drai^a: folly and 
wisdom, madness and sanity, pity and rage, are one. 

A few small points may be noted. Began and Goneril « 
with their barbaric energy and ruthless passions remind 
one of the Merovingians and tlie stories in Thierry, though 
Shakespeare had probably never heard ^of Brynhild. Is 
the scene in which Gloucester's eyes are torn out good 
art? Would the hanging of Cordelia be less intelligible 
without it ? Some shrink from the blinding and some from 
the wholesale slaughter at the end. It may at l^ast be 
pointed out that it would have been utterly unlike Shake- 
speare to leave Began and Goneril triumphant. It is 
significant that, dhlike Hamlet and Macheth, the play does 
not end with any note of triumph or of hope. 

Timon of Athens probably belongs to the year 1607. 

The story, a story well known and popular 
icns England at the time, ma^*2/ave been 
taken by Shakespeare from various sources. 
It is found first, in different forms, in Plutarch’s life of 
Marcus Antonins, and in a dialogue of Lucian, Timon, or 
the Misanthrope. Apemautus, Alcibiades, the fig-tree story, 
and the epit.a])h are alt in Plutarch ; the conception of Timon 
as a disillusioned philanthropist, and his discovery of treasure 

^ ‘ The greatness of Lear is not in corporal dimension but in in- 
tellectual : the ex])losiuns of liis passion are terrible as a volcano : 
they are storms turning up and disclosing to the bottom that sea, 
his mind, with all its vast riches. ... On the stage we see nothing 
but corporal iufirniitios and weakness, the impotence of rage ; 
while we read it, we see hot Lear, but yfo are Lear, — we are in his 
mind, we are sustained by a giandcur which baffles the malice of 
daughters and storms ; in the aberrations of his reason we discover 
a mighty irregular power of reasoning, immethodised from the 
ordinary purposes of life, but exerting its powers, as the wind blows 
where it Ustetli, at will upon the corru])tions and abases ol man- 
kind ’ (Charles Lamb). 



TIMON OF ATHENS. 


97 


are in Lucian, The story is very badly told in Painter’s 
Palace of Pleasure (1566-9), and Boiardo had turned Lu- 
cian’s dialogue into a comedy, styled II Timone^ An English 
play on •the subject had been written about 1600. It is 
generally believed that Timon of Athens, the text of which 
is very corrupt, is not entirely Shakespeare’s. Most of 
the third and fifth acts may have been written by^ col- 
laborator, though Shakespeare probably wrote almost all 
the scenes in which Timon is the centre. It is impossible 
to be c^alain who was the collaborator. It may or may 
not have been an obscure person named George Wilkins.^ 
The analogy between the situations of Timon and Lear is 
striking. Timon and Lear alike are ruined by ingratitude ; 
both are driven into madness and misery ; both fall sud- 
denly from wealth and power into the condition of outcasts. 
But there cpmparison between the two dramas as to 
value. It is hardly j ust to speak of Timon as a whole, 
since in truth Shakespeare’s Timon is only a fragment. 
But the Shakespearean portions of Timon are by no means 
on the level of Lear, The diction is curiously involved, 
abrupt, elliptical, packed with useless metaphor, and is 
less lucid than in any earlier play. The idea is presented 
harshly and with violence. There is a good deal of sonorous 
but rather empty declamation. Nevertheless the play con- 
tains magnificent passages.^ 

' A George Wilkins published a play called The Miseries of En- 
forced Marriage in 1607 ; and a George Wilkins published a prose 
story. The Painful Adventures of Periclet, in 1608, based on the 
play Pericles. Morley distingnishef these into two people and 
says that No. 1 died about 1603. Stapfer thinks that the whole 
of Timon is by Shakespeare. There is little or no local colour 
Most of the names are Latin. 

‘ It is impossible to sympathize with Timon. He is a foul from 
the beginning, and becomes a furious and inhuman lunatic w iih 
unnatural abruptness. • 

U. H 
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Antony tmd Cleopaira was entered on the Stationers* 
Eegisters as licensed on 20th May, 1608, 
actually published till 1623. The' 
• ( 1 ( 523 ). Btory is taken from Plutarch, whom. Shake- 
speare follows very closely, especially in the 
first three acts. He softens considerabty the character of 
Antony, however, and completely ignores the suggestion of 
politick aims in the passion of Cleo})atra. The wonderful 
banquet scene (Act II. vii.) is developed from a mere sug- 
gestion in Plutarch. This play is perhaps onlyilot the 
greatest of all Shakespeare’s tragedies, because the tlieme 
is smaller and has less reach than the themes of Hamlet 
and Lear, and because its construction is faulty and its 
unity imperfect. Avv\.ony is merely a man who throws 
away sovereignty for love ; and that rather ignobly, for he 
is half-hearted about it, and hankers, almost the arms 
of his mistress, after the political position that is slipping 
from him. He despises Caesar and yet is conscious of 
inferiority. He is unstable to the point of cowardice, and 
his marriage with Octa via is an act of disgusting meanness. 
There is nothing terrible or very piteous in the tragedy of 
this splendid but weak man. Cleopatra is consummate 
— one of the most wonderful things in Shakespeare — an 
enchantress, really in love with Antony’s power and 
splendour, but without any depth of feeling. She dies 
magnificently, but only because she has failed to take 
Octavius in ‘ her strong toil of grace.’ 

The play suffers frpm lack of concentration on the two 
principal figures ; it is ill-constructed, and contains much 
that is superfluous. Act III. opens with a scene which 
has absolutely no relation to the action of the play and no 
interest of its own. If Shakespeare inserted this scene 
merely because the triumphant return of Veiitidius is 
mentioned by Plutarch, he must have supposed that he 
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was writing a chronicle play. In this not improbable 
case, Antony and Cleopatra became a great, thongli dif- 
,fusely-constructed tragedy, only because Shakespeare’s 
imagination was too intensely interested by the principal 
figures *to allow him simply to dramatize the historical 
narrative. Thero*is too much of Pompey and his friends : 
far more than is necessary to illustrate the confusions 
arising from Antony's abandonment of duty. But *51iake- 
speare’s power of Tiharacterization and his poetic force 
are at. their height in this play. Octavius is an ex- 
tremely**fine foil to Antony ; and Enobarbus, who is almost 
a chorus, is one of Shakespeare’s best characterizations.’ 
There is nothing in Shakespeare finer than the last two 
acts, and the rise of the drama to a culmination of 
splendour is unique so far as Shakespeare is concerned. 

In Coriolanus, which probably belongs to the year 1609, 
^Shakespeare again takes a story from Plutarch, 
and this time follows his authority more closely 
than ever, paraphrasing whole passages.® It is 
a drama of immense power and intellectual value, unsatis- 
factory in diction. The diction resembles that of Timon 
rather than that of Antony and Cleopatra ; but its com- 
parative obscurity is no doubt partly due to the fact that 
the text is more corrupt than that of almost any other of 
Shakespeare’s plays. Even allowing for this, however, 
the diction is less lucid than in any previous play, and 
strikingly contrasts in this respect with the majestic 
lucidity of that of Julius Caesar. The verse continually 


Coriolanm 

( 16 * 23 ). 


^ Note especially his fremendous Answer to Cleopatra’s * What 
can we do, Enobarbus ? ’ — ‘ Think, and die. ’ The packing of 
metaphors is, perhaps, closer in this play than in any other. 

“ This is especially noticeable in the long speech of Coriolanus 
in the house ^ Aufidius (IV. v.) and in Volumnia’s great .s]>eech 
(V. iiL). 
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tends to become prose, and the language again and again 
appro^hes that of common speech. Metricallj the play 
belongs to the latest period rather than to that of 
Samlet 

The theme is the tragedy of a man of great courage, 
great honesty, and great intellect, whose Isplendid qualities 
ar^ ruined by an insensate ahd inhuman pride. Coriolanus 
is a giant, and his superiority is real ; but his passionate 
contempt of the common crowd amounts to positive hatred, 
and the violence of his temper is absolutely ferocioijp. His 
behaviour in the ‘ gown of humility * is outrageous and 
utterly unreasonable : nothing is asked of him but com- 
mon civility. Politically he is simply a revolutionist : his 
action tends to a destruction of the constitution of the 
republic. Moreover, he is without patriotism ; he is not 
even loyal to his own class. He is loyal to Igjs own family 
only. Pride and the ferocity of his temper make of him 
a public enemy, and there was nothing to be done with 
such a man but to banish him or make him despot. The 
interest of the play is almost as concentrated as that of 
Othello, 


§ 5. Romance, 

With Goriolomus the period of Shakespeare’s preoccupa- 
tion with tragic themes comes to an end. With his 
deepened sense of tragic possibilities, and his acquired and 
complete mastery of character and passion, he turned again 
to the love of his youth, Eomance. turned, that is, to 
a form of drama in which tragic j^assion, irony, and play- 
fulness, broad comedy, lyrism, the fantastic, the real, and 
the ethereal could all be united. The last three plays, 
Cymbeline, The Winter's Tale, and The Tempes/t, are almost 
an epitonie of all that had gone before. Tragic endings to 
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such plajs as these were out of the question. Had The 
Winter's TaU been ended tragically, Florizel and P^rdita 
• must have been treated quite differently, if not omitted 
altogether. For these last plays Shakespeare required -a 
freer hand than a tragic theme could allow. About proba- 
bility he had ne^er been over-anxious, but in these plays 
he refuses its fetters utterly. • _ 

We must always remember that Shakespeare "Was ^n 
actor-dramatist. The motley may have been irksome to 
him at^times, yet, like all actors, he was loyal to * the pro- 
fession.* The forethought of the actor is seen on every 
page of his drama.' His stage-sense is supreme, and his 

' Shakespeare was, in fact, a manager to the midriff, and, for 
those who look at his plays very attentively, there are even signs 
that he would not have disdained what Mr. Crummies called * the 
London plan.* Like Victor Hugo, he had a gieat love for stage. 
archaeologirdllfS /Kigeant. His passion for stage-illusion incurred 
some ridicule, and his foible for elaboration eventually led to the 
fire at the Globe Theatre on 29th June, 1613. Observe the 
effective note of costume in such parts as Sliylock, I’arolles, 
Malvolio, Osric, Autolycus. How fond he was of plume and 
feather, doublet and hose ! His seeming over-fondness for the 
assumption of boys’ parts by his heroines was dne, no doubt, to 
his recognition that hoys, after all, arc best in boys’ parts. Many 
of the illusions of his plots depend upon costume. Falstaff is 
brought on at various times as a highwayman, a cajttain of foot, 
as Heme the Hunter, as the old witch of Brentford, and as the 
clothes going to the wash. Above all, note the costume contrast 
in Lear (III. iv.), where we see Lear in his kingly robes, the Fool 
in motley, Kent in the garb of a retainer, Gloster in cloth and velvet, 
and Edgar disguised as a madman with rude blanket and fillets of 
straw. Such apparitions as Mooijsh grandees, envoys from the 
‘Isle of Delphos,* and nobles disguised as Russians must have 
given an exotic diversity to the Shakespearean scene. Observe, 
too, how Shakespeare contrasts fat and lean men— he must have 
had a ' hunjjm anatomy * or living skeleton in his company for 
such parts as Pinch, Starveling, and the ' meagre * apothecary of 
Romeo and Juliet, Similarly he uses tall and short, dark and 
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actor’s sensitiveness revealed to him as by intuition the 
veering pufEs of any popular air-current. In 1602 his 
ready adaptability had possibly co-operated with the pro- 
found artistic instinct which prompted Shakespeare to 
abandon the summer seas of his prose comedy for the un- 
explored ocean-depths of Hamlet and Lear. His genius 
rex*d?T;ijd the transition to tragic themes as acceptable to 
the public as it was to the leading actgrs. The great roles 
of Tamburlainc and leronymo had to pale their ineffectual 
fires in the presence of such parts as Macbeth and (Othello. 
But the vein could not last. Signs of artistic reaction are 
already perceptible in Antony and Coriolanua. Moreover, 
strange lights were visible on the horizon. Thp success 
of such plays as Beaumont and Fletcher’s Philaster can 
hardly have failed to suggest to the Shakespeare of 1610 a 
reversion to less strenuous themes. The /ntiio^ness was 
succeeding to the gravity of ripe experience. The pearly 
tones of his earlier forest romance could be repeated now 
with the enhanced effect of a rich poetic after-glow, 

Cymheline and The Winter's Tale belong to the years 

fair, clowns and witches, wrestlers and fencers, music and dance 
(pavane, galliard, cinque pace, coranto), armour, masques and 
collars of SS. Trained animals were just coming in when he pro- 
duced Launce and his doq. (See a very interesting lecture by Mr. 
H. Davey, Brighton Herald^ 5th November, 1887. ) A treatise might 
be written ui)on the headgear of Shakespeare’s characters ; another 
upon the beards. The prevision of an actor is seen no less in his 
marvellous grouping, in the getting of corpses (Hotspur, Polonius, 
Clarence) off the stage, and in the provision of breathing-spaces for 
actors in heavy parts. (For vaHuable hints see Oscar Wilde’s dis- 
cerning essay on ‘ The Trutli of Masques * in Intentions.) There is 
ever more of the inspired improviser than of the hidebound 
academic artist about Shakespeare. His creative faculty and his 
resources were indeed of the kind not to be clogged or impeded, 
but to be pointed and stimulated by the determining force ol 
external liipitation or suggestion. 
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1610-11, and the last-mentioned was performed at the 
Globe in May of the latter year.' Both these 
^23)*”^ plays combine an almost childish romance of 
. ^ plot, an utter disregard of plausibility, with 
most minute and finished rfealism in the presentation of 
ind Lvidual figures Or situations. All through Shakespeare’s 
plays there is a tendency to^this combination: in these 
two this tendency has worked out its final result. 
heline, the story of Vhich is made out of scraps of Holin- 
shed and a tale of Boccaccio,^ is almost ruined by its 
plot. It is not the anachronisms that matter — though 
this is the most freely and wildly anachronistic of all 
Shakespeare’s plays ® — but the monstrous conduct of Post- 
humus makes his final reconciliation with Imogen un- 
pleasa nt to regard closely, while the conversion of Tachimo 
is "merely chjjj^isb. , 

The WMer's Tale is founded on Greene’s story Pandosto 
(1588), but •Shakespeare has clumsily se- 
cured a ‘happy’ ending by most unplausible 
means: and, after all, the ending is not 
even ‘ happy,’ a fact which Shakespeare himself saw. It 


Winter's Tale 
(1623). 


^ Malone in liis first attempt assigned this play to ir>94. Hnrdis 
pronounced it the second in chronological order of the plays, the 
first being Antoni/ and Cleopatra \ Dr. Simon Forman saw The 
Wmter's Tale at the Globe, 15th May, 1611. 

* From the Dccartieron (Second Day, Novel 9) ; but the nucleus 
of the story has already been traced back a good deal further in 
the French ; it was given in English in a collection of stories called 
WcMivard for Smelts and possibly published before 1610. The 
Belarius portion of thc^story is mainly original, but there are pos- 
sible hints for it in Fairfax’s Ta.v5o,1n Bk. VI. and at the beginning 
of Bk. VII., where Erminia seeks refuge with a shepherd and his 
three sons (a new point kindly suggested by Mr. W. J. Craig). 

* In the fir-st century B.C. persons are distinguished as a French- 
man, a DutAman, and a Spaniard, and the British king’s courtiers 
make free with terms of Protestant theology. 
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is curiously signilicant that Hermione says nothing — not a 
single word — to her penitent husband in the last scene. 

Yet these two plays contain some of the most beautifiil 
passages and- some of the most perfect characters in all 
Shakespeare, and the loveliest of all his women.* Qlhere 
is nothing stronger than the i>rcsentp»tion of Leontes^ 
jealousy,' nothing more sub^e than lachimo (putting aside 
hi^ »?Jai 3 urd conversion), no figure quite so beautiful as 
Imogen. It is ojjen to question whether these plays, with 
all their defects of construction and confusions of idea, 
are not the most beautiful of Shakespeare’s creations. 
They are at once childish in plot and extraordinarily 
intellectual, patchily constructed and unequal,* but con- 
taining profound wisdom and divine poetry ; they include 
psychological absurdities, such as the conversions of 
lachimo and Leontes, along with the exquisite reality 
of Imogen. With Autolycus, Perdita, and 1!io|^sa, we are 
back in the Forest of Arden, almost as lighthearted as 
ever,* but with a far riper wisdom ; 

* A merry heart goes all the day. 

Your sad tires in a mile^a.* 

The Tempest was, perhaps, the last complete play written 
by Shakespeare, It is not known to have 
b^eb performed before May. 1613.‘ No source 
has yet been discovered for the plot; a similar 
tale, however, is told by a Spanish novel! ettist, Eslava, in his 
Noches de Inviemo, Madrid, 1609.* Local colouring is derived 

' The penitent Leontes is by no means so convincing. 

* Note esjMjcially the ift)orlpwritten moAologue and perfunctory 
exposition in CymbeMne (III. iii). 

* Perdita, the shepherdess, talks of Proserpine and Dis quite in 
the old manner, but with added tenderness and a deeper graoe. 
Paulina and Autolycus are both ori^nal to ShakespeaL'e — the name 
Autolycus he had met with in Golding (Ovid, Metamorph. xi.).' 

* The controversy started in. 1839 as to the date of The Tempest 
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from Sylvester Jourdain’s Discovery of^hc Bermudas, other^ 
wise called the Isle of Divels, and from sncoessive pamphlets 

. by Joseph Hunter, who conjectured 1506, has been grailually 
narrowed down to two years, 1611 or 1612. Allusions (in Act II^, 
Sc. i.) to Montaigne’s Essays fii;st showed that it was written after 
1603, and the reference to Caliban in Jonson’s Bartholomew Fayre 
(Prologue) of 1614 s&ows that it was written before that date. The 
style and temper of the play refer*it to Shakespeare’s last period, 
1609-13, and the metrical tests, as far as they go, all poinWiT'lSSs 
direction (o, there is only one rhyming couplet ; 5, double endings 
are more numerous than in any other play, being 35 per cent. ; 
c, run-op lines are very frequent, 41 per cent. ; d, speeches nearly 
always end in the middle of a verse, as in Winter^s Tale\, Con- 
firmation of these views is derived from the fact that there are 
several little touches in the description of the island that are 
obviously derived from two tracts alwnt the newly discovered 
Bermudas, published at the end of 1610; while, on the other 
hand, we have evidence th.at The Tempest was playeii at Coui*t 
in May, 1613^Malone, a trustworthy writer, had documentary 
evidence, %hich ife unfortunately lost, to tlie effect that it w^as 
written in 1611. In its jiresenf^fonn there is ground for believing, 
with Dr. Garnett, that tlic play was first presented at the wedding 
of the Elector Palatine with James I.’8 daughter Elizabeth in 
February, 1613. The brevity of the piece (shortest save the Two 
Gentlemen of Verona, Macbeth, and the Errors) and the introduc- 
tion of the masque in Act TIL support the theory that it was given 
at a Court ceremonial. The play was first juintod in the folio 
of 1623, the text being exceptionally good. In this play Shake- 
speare pays an unwonted resiKsct to the unities of time and place, 
the only other plays that approach it in this respect being Mid* 
summer Night's Dream, Comedy of Errors, and the Merry Wives. 
The exquisite songs of Ariel have inspired great music from Shake- 
speare’s own day to, this (Beethoven, asked the meaning of his D 
minor and F minor Sonatas, replied, ‘Read The Tempest')*, while the 
half-human figure of Caliban, besides ^a*crop of fantastic German 
theories, has drawn forth Browning’s s^dy of Caliban upon Setehos, 
of an untutored being groping after a God, and Renan’s brilliant 
drama, Cediban, Suite de la Tempite. Here Prospero discovers 
that his roagar was more needful in his recovered kingdom of Milan 
than on the island, and retains Ariel in his service accordingly. 
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upon the same insular object of popular curiosity by William 
Strachey and others which appeared during the winter of 
1610-11 or in 1612. Jacob Ayrer, a Nuremberg playwright, * 
dramatized a faintly similar sto^ in his Die schone Sidea, 
written before 1605, and it is not impossible that English, 
Spanish, and G-erman plots are derived ^from one and the 
s ame fo rgotten Italian novel. ^ 

Tn& final romance of The Tempest is as fantastic and 
harmonious as Midsummer Night's Dream, and at least as 
deep as Hamlet^ Solemnity, irony, broad humo^t, lyric 
of unearthly beauty, are combined in a shining serenity. 
The poet seems, Ariel-like, to sport with language, and 
to amuse himself with new discovery of its resources. 
Search has been made for symbolism in this play ; but if 
there bo any, it is probably unconscious, and it certainly 
eludes demonstration. The idea that Shak«|peare repre- 
sented himself in the enchanter Prospero has* little but 
its attractiveness to recommend it. Between Prospero, 
the over-man, and the beast-man Caliban, lies the whole 
range not only of Shakespearean, but also of human 
character. 

Henry VIII. was certainly performed at the Globe in 
June, 1613, and may have been the last play 
in the writing of which Shakespeare had any 
part. It is chiefly based on Hall and Holin- 
shed, but a ‘ chronicle-history * play on Henry VIII. called 
When you see me you know me, by Samuel Rowley, had 
been printed in 1605. On the question of its authorship 

' Otlier works to which Sliakespeare wAs indebted in a minor 
degree for names or ideas are Eden’s History of Travayle, Florio’s 
Montaigne, Golding’s Ovid, and Thomas’s History e of Italy (1561). 
The contention as to whether the enchanted isle should be identified 
with Malta, Jjampedusa, or Corey ra is richly illustrative of the 
crazy side of Shakespearean critical controversy. 

^ * Is noj The Tempest a kind of English Faust ? * asked 
Jowett. 



HENRY Yin. 


107 


considerable controversy has arisen.* The play is written 
in two kinds of verse, so distinct that it is difficult to 
resist the inference that it had two authors. No two 
passa^s^ of blank verse could well be more unlike metric-* 
ally than the Katharine trial scene and the famous scene 
between Wolsey And Cromwell. The former scene is 
written in the latest Shakespeiti'ean verse, and can hardl;|^ 
be by any one but Shakespeare ; the latter is writfSh in 
what is distinctly the verse of Fletcher. The same 
different runs all through the play, verse of both kinds 
occurring even in the same scene. The latest verse of 
Shakespeare is structurally irregular; it depends on the 

^ Certain singularities in the play were early recognized by critics. 
A pause and cadence foreign to Shakespeare, and a strangeness in 
the metre, due to the frequency of redundant syllables, were first 
pointed out in 1758 (Edwards, Canons of Criticism^ 6th ed.). 
Johnson re^aillfl^d (tthat the genius of Shakespeare comes in and 
goes out with Katharine ; Coleridge called the piece an historical 
masque or show play ; even the^^arabolic Ulrici failed to find pro- 
founa moral purpose in Henry VIII, Tennyson remarked that 
many passages were very mucli after the manner of Fletcher. But 
James Spedding, in The Gentlevmn's Magazine for August and 
October, 1850, was the first to express a clear conviction that 
large portions of the play were utterly un -Shakespearean in char- 
acter. These portions he conjectured to be mainly by Fletcher 
(cf. article in Westminster Review^ xlvii. 59), To Shakes]>eare 
were assigned six scenes (I. i. ii., IT. hi. iv., III. ii. to King’s 
exit, V. i.), the remaining twelve to Fletcher, Mr. Swinburne 
pleads eloquently against the Fletcherian authorship of the 
Katharine deatli-scene. One theory is that after the Globe fire 
two-thirds of Shakespeare’s play was re-written by Fletcher. 
Another that Fletcher \\SiS inspired by Shakespeare’s proximity to 
write beyond his wont ; or that Shakespeare in this piece deliber- 
ately imitated the popular Fletcherian manner. Finally, that it 
was improvised hurriedly by Shakespeare and Fletcher in the 
spring of 1613 to humour the zeal of the Londoners about the 
Protestant niatch of that season. The best recent summary is that 
by Mr. Nichol Smith in the Warwick Henry Vlll. 
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rhythm of sentences rather than on lines, and constantly 
tends to become prose. The verse of Fletcher is very 
regular in structure ; it depends on the rhythm of its lines^ 
p.nd is therefore always most definitely verse. It is almost 
impossible to believe that a writer would use such different 
kinds of verse in the same scene, even if he could do so. 
The publication of the plr.y in the folio of 1623 makes 
ft" ulttiost certain that Shakespeare had a considerable 
share in the writing of it ; it is probable therefore that in 
writing it he collaborated to some extent with Fletcher. 
Yet the unconvincing nature of * metrical tests' alone is 
well illustrated by the fact that some critics assign the 
Wolsey farewell speeches to Shakespeare simply on the 
ground that tliey are too fine to have been written by 
Fletcher. As a whole, for all its splendours, the play has 
no kind of unity, and is rather a pageant than a drama. 
The texture is often thin, rhetorical, and•vagu€^to an ex- 
tent almost incredible in tbe creator of The Tempest 
Neither the tragedy of Wolsey nor that of the Queen is 
fully worked out, while the ending is feeble and incon- 
sequent. The last act has, in fact, no relation to those 
preceding it, and very little interest of any kind. 

Several plays which were excluded from the first folio were 
published within fifty years of Shakespeare's death. 
Doubtful as wholly or in part by him. Not one of them has 

Plays* a shadow of a claim to be considered as wholly and 

undoubtedly by Shakespeare. Of those which are 
claimed to be in part by Shakespeare, there are three in which 
to a very varying extent the best critics are fairly unanimous in 
recognizing Shakespeare’s manner : the Only one in which they 
are prepared to 'testify upon oath to the work of the master^c 
hand is Pericles, Prince of Tyre, in which the passages relating 
to Marina and the shipwreck have the appearance of a first 
draft upon material afterwards used in Thf Tempeit. This was 
printed in quarto as Shakespeare’s in 1609, was excluded from 
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the folios of 1628 and 1632, but appeared in the folio of 1664. 
The story had previously been related by John Gower in* the 
QonfesBio Amantis as that of ApolhniuB of Tyre* The bulk of 
thb pli^ is believed to have been written by some Oomparatively. 
undeveloped dramatic writer, perhaps George Wilkins (the con- 
jectured partner in JOimon), while the resources of the master- 
hand at the period of its maturity are distinctly traceable in 
Acts IIL, IV. and V. * 

With regard to the next quasi- Shakespearean play, TtH Two 
Kohle Kinsmen (whicliVas printed in 1634 as by John Fletcher 
and William Shakespeare, though it was included in the first 
folio edition of neither dramatist), there is much stronger reason 
for doubt. * A very uncertain sound is virtually all that oracles 
usually responsive (Dowden, Furnivall, Ten Brink) can be pre- 
vailed upon to emit.’ ' Some passages in Act I. are written in 
Shakespeare’s manner, as Hazlitt justly pointed out, and certain 
other fragments in Act II. and Act V., are sufficiently like 
Shakespeare iQc^metrical quality and manner, heavily weighted 
as they are\ith the ‘ massive brocade of Elizabethan thought,’ 
for us readily to believe (though without absolute conviction) 
that Shakespeare put his hand to them. Take, for instance, the 
finely compacted argument for war in Arcite’s appeal to Mars in 
Act V. (i.49): 

' Thou mighty one, that with thy power hast turn’d 
Green Neptune into purple ; whose approach 
Oomets prewam ; who.so havock in vast field 
tJnearthbd skulls proclaim ; whose breath blows down 
The teeming Geres’ foyzon ; who dost {)luok 
With hand armipotent from forth blue clouds 
The mason’d turrets ; that both mak’st and break’st 
The stony girths of cities ; me thy pupil, 

Young’st follower of thy drum, instruct this day 
With military skill. ... 

0, great corrector of enormous times, 

^ The locus classtcus for this discussion is A Letter on Shake- 
speare's Autliorship qf the Two Noble Kinsmen^ by Wm. Spalding, 
New Shaks. Soc., 1876. 
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Shaker of o'er-rank States, thon decider 
Of dusty and old titles, that heal’st with blood 
The earth when it is sick, and our'st the world ^ 

O’ th* plurisy of people.’ ^ 

Both Henry VIII, and The Two Hohle Kinsmen are usually 
assigned to 1013. At this time Shakespeare’s stage career was 
on the eve of termination. Jle had realized the most normal 
of the strong man — returning to the home of his youth 
with the fortune that he had made in the centre of competition. 
His balance was drawn. He had written * settled ’ at the bottom 
of the account. We know what his old comrades tly)ugbt of 
him ; ‘ Onr Shakespeare,’ ‘ So worthy a friend and fellow.* 
They would liardly let him go without a token of goodwill: 

* Sweet swan of Avon I what a sight it were 
To see thee in our waters yet appears I ’ 

Shakespeare had already recognized in Fletcher (now thirty-four 
to his forty-nine) the rising hope and crown-prj^ce, as it were, 
both of * the company ’ and the playgoing tlircle di which he 
had so long been the undisputjpd ro^-soleil. And so it came 
about, we can readily believe, by way of emphasizing the trans- 
fer of the chief authorship and its ' good will ’ to John Fletcher, 
and giving a good sond-ofl to the new regime, that Shakespeare, 
good-humoured as ever, handed over to Fletcher fragments of 
an unfinished Henry VIII. and passages which the younger 
dramatist endeavoured to weavd into the texture of his Two 
Kohle Kinsmen. TJie actors, ten years on, recognized their old 
chief in Henry VIII. and straight it went into the Folio. As 
regards the more highly Fletcherized Two Nolle Kimmen the 
tradition was much more exiguous. It was enough, however, to 
cause the play to be printed as by Shakespeare and Fletcher in 
the Quarto of 1G34, nine years after Fletcher’s death. 

With regard to Edward III,, an historical play in the grand 
manner first published anonymously in 1596, the Shakespearean 
authorship seems to have been first suggested by Edward Gapell 
in his Prolusions of 1760. The splendour of one or two speeches, 
especially those in which the Countess of Salisbury repulses 
Edward HI., has won it the support of critics such as Delius, 
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Flcay, and Dr. Ward. Act I. ii., and Act III. i. and ii., are 
aftribnted to the Shakespeare of the King John period. ‘The 
view may be plausible ; it can be no more. 


§ 6. Metrical Development, 

A striking fact concerning. Shakespeare’s work as a 
whole, and one which differentiates it from that of iflmost* 
all other artists in literature, is its progressive character. 
Some great writers leave their great Avork behind them while 
the} ai^ yet young ; others lose power in middle age, even 
if their thought widens. Even Goethe’s mind loses power 
as it passes from the First Parl^ of Faust to the wider 
thought of the Second Part. Put Shakespeare is still 
growing in largeness of outlook if *not in power, and to the 
end he loses nothing. Beginning with brilliant experi- 
ments ancynfitative essays in drama, he reaches the limits 
of piK/ ^ancy in A Midsummer Night* s Dreamy scales the 
heights of observation of coniinon life, and sounds the 
depth of its humour in Henry JF., Much AdOy and Twelfth 
Night ; produces perfect comedy in which reality, romance, 
and humour blend exquisitely ; i>asses on to unapproached 
altitudes in Hamlet y Othello , and Lear ; and when it is ap- 
parently impossible that absolute power should increase, he 
still widens his thought to include the old romance, the old 
joyfulness and lyrism ; and ends in the sovereign serenity 
of The Tempest, passionless but not less powerful than the 
greatest of his tragedies. What could have come next ? 
We should be inclined to say that Shakespeare himself 
could have gone no further; but we remember that we 
should probably have said the same thing had ho ended 
with Antony and Cleopatra. 

This development of Shakespeare's art might be traced 
in detail along the line of his characterization, but it can 
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be as well and more simply traced through the devolop- 
meht of his metrical power ; for his verse, a lw qjs 
and adequate, from first to last fits his th ou t gh t Uke^lt 
shin. The plays have been subjected throughout to the 
most'miuute metrical analysis. It has been ^arly shown 
that the metrical structure of all plays* known to be early 
Jn date differs profoundly from that of all plays known to 
be late ; while every intermediate stage between this early 
and this late verse is also found. The cha^e from the 
earliest to the latest verse being tracealSe through a 
regular series of gradations, the character of the verse 
alone enables us approximately to date a particular play. 
Approximately only : since it would be absurd to contend 
that by the use of the metrical tests, as they are called, 
we are able to establish any exact chronological order 
among the plays. A slight increase in the percentage of 
unstopped lines or weak endings does not sufiice to show 
that one play is later than another : it is only when the 
difference of metrical structure is very strongly marked 
between two plays that certainty is reached. Taken in 
connexion with what is certainly known as to the order of 
the plays, the metrical tests would prove positively that 
Henry V, is later than Lovers Labour *8 Lost, and Hamlet 
than Henry V. : they would not suffice tq prove that 
Henry V. is earlier or later than Much Ado or The Mer- 
chant of Venice. The results of the application of metrical 
tests, however, coincide remarkably closely with the order 
worked out by critics on grounds of external evidence, and 
of critical conjecture based upon other than metrical 
grounds. The verse of Shakespeare’s early dramas is 
fluent and facile7Tull oi antithesis, abounding in rhyuGjip, 
quick and trim in movement, but lacking in melody ^d 
in variety of cadence. Formally, it is highly conventional 
and "carefuf to asseH itself unmistakably as verso. The 
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line is bo absolutely the unit of it that it is rarely 
unstopped : that is, a distinct pause usually occurs at the 
^nd of a line, and comparatiyely very rarely before the 
end af ^one. The ye^se has a strong tendency to resql^e^ 
itself into a, series of couplets, whether ‘ blaoik * nr rhymed^’ 

It was probably either in Borneo and Juliet or in 
Bichard II, that Shakespeard first wrote quite beauti fq JI 
verse. There are occasional snatches of verse of musical 
quality in Love'e Ldhour's Lost (lY. iii. 341): 

^ For valour, is not Love a Hercules 
Still climbing trees in the Hesperides ? 

Subtle as Sphinx ; as sweet and musical 
As bright Apollo’s lute, strung with his hair ; 

And when Love speaks, the voice of all the gods 
Makes heaven drowsy with the harmony.* 

But evolT this passage is evidently a succession of three 
pretty couplets in blank verse rather than a harmony as a 
whole. From this to the duet between Borneo and Juliet 
(Act ni. V.) the advance is already very great. Here we 
have thirty- six subtly harmonized- lines of very sweetly 
modulated verse, various in cadence and cj^tainly beautiful, 
if not very strong.* 

^ An unstopped or run-on line is one which has no pause at the 
end of it, ».e., one in which the sense, or, more strictly, the sound, 
nms on unbroken into the next line. A pause arising naturally at 
the end of a clause is marked by a stop in the printing ; but it must 
be observed that a mere comma is ambiguous, for a comma 8ome< 
times marks what may be considered grammatically as the end .of 
a clause, but does not 'involve any actual pause of the voice. In 
considering verse as such it is sound alone that counts, and a line 
at the end of which the voice should not pause perceptibly is an 
unstopped line, whether or no the determination of the line is 
punctuated.* 

* Note how in this and other sucli passages the rhymes are quite 

• II. I 
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As •'Shakespeare’s power developed his verse became 
confihuflSly more flexible and free, more vanbueTj^ 
cadence, and n&ore regardless of regularity. Unstopj^ 
tines and light endings continually ii^crease in frequency,* 
Bhyme becomes more and more rare, and extra syllables 
are more and more often placed at the end of the line. 

^The line itself becomes le^ and less insistent. The verse 
pauses anywhere, at quite irregular intervals, and the 
tendency to pause at the end of a line as such disappears 
almost completely if not altogether. It depends less and 
less on line structure, or any orderly and regular sequence 
of sound within the line, and more and more on the 
balance of sentences and on emphasis. Gradually it ap- 
proaches prose : 

* I shall lack voice : the deeds of Coriolanus should not be 
utb:«r6d feebly. It is held that valour is the chiefest virtue and 
r^ost dignifies the haver : if it be, the man I Bp6a^B[ of cannot 
in the world be singly oountorpoised. At sixteen years, when 
Tarquin made a head for liome, he fought beyond the mai’k of 
others. Our then dictator, whom with ail praise I point at, 
saw him fight, when with his Amazonian chin he drove the 
bristled lips before him ’ ( OoriolanvSj Act. II. ii.). 

Written thus this passage is not quite obviously verse, 


in place and serve to heigliteii tlie efl’ect, the verse not yet being 
strong enough to do without them. 

^ The increased use of the light ending, that is, the employment 
of (weak) unstressed monosyllables, such as if or and, at the end 
of a line goes iiatui-ally along with the increase in the number of 
unstopped lines. A line ending with suph a word as for may be 
called the extreme case of an unstopped line. Light endings are 
quite uncommon in plays written before 1606 or thereabouts ; but 
after Macbeth they rapidly increase in number, and in the romantic 
plays of the last period' they are very numerous, especially in 
Cymheline — 46 per cent, in this play to 8 per cent.*in Taming of 
the Shrew, 
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and it would be possible for a dull ear to miss its cadences 
in reading. 

But though Shakespeare’s latest blanV verse not infre- 
^ent^ verges on a cadenced and magnificent prose, ft 
never actually becomes prose even in Henry VIII, The 
fact that to the eiid the poet clung to blank verse as the 
right and legitimate form of the romantic or tragic dramjj^ 
is full of significance.^ 

An increasing usefof double or feminine endings, that is, 
of a redi mdant syllable at the end of a li ne, is another 
important feature of Shakespeare's metrical development. 
As an extremely fine example of the use of such endings 
may be cited a passage from The -Tempest (III. ii. 144), in 
which it should be observed how essentially the redundant 
syllables modify tlie character of the verse, and how rich 
and soft they make it : 

* Be not afeard : the isle is^full of noi |608 

Sounds and sweet airs, that give delight and hurt | not. 

Sometimes a thousand twangling instruments 


^ So loyal was Shakespeare to MarloAve’s mighty line, or at least 
his legacy of dramatic blank verse, that it is quite difiicult to find 
such forms as the true Alexandrine or the' four-accented line 
amid the harmonious ocean of the blank verse. The exceptions 
are when some special effect is aimed at, as in ‘ Double, doable 
toil and trouble,* or when the verse is inlcrrujited, as by an entrance, 
alarum, or shout. Lovers Labour *8 Lost has hut nine feminine end- 
ings, while in Cymheline there are over seven hundred. Two extra 
syllables are sometimes introduced as 

‘I dare | avouch | it, sir. | What fif | ty fol | IdwCrs.' (Zeor.) 

The growing frequency with which now monosyllabic and now tri- 
syllabic feet are introduced into the blan^ verse is simply another 
and kindred ssymptom of the general change and increasing 
flexibility. 
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Will hum about mine ears, and Bometimes voi |eei 
That, if I then had waked after long sleep, 

Will make me sleep again : and then, in dream |ing, 

• The clouds methought would open and show rich I es ^ 
Beady to drop upon me, that, when I waked * ^ 

I cried to dream again.* ^ 

^ In Shakespeare’s hands Elank verse gradually became a 
measure capable of almost unlimited variety of music and^ 
expression. If there is comparatively little verse in his 
plays which strikes us as of quite extraordinary, pure 
musical quality, that is because the utterance of passion 
or thought not merely ideal but positive, the result of an 
actual and defined situation, can rarely be made perfectly 
musical without psychological untruth. The language of 
passion is not that of epic or of lyric. Nor indeed is it 
that of Shakespeare’s drama: but though Shakespeare’s 
diction is ideal, it is not employed in the presdiitment of 
ideal, but of real passions, ^positive and complex. He 
rarely finds occasion for verse of purely magnificent 
sound ; and whether his melody suffer or not, Sliakespeare 
in his maturity is always equal to the occasion. He is 
never preoccupied with verbal music, but it comes from 
him when it should come and as far as it should come. 
On great occasions, as in Cleopatra’s death-scene, it is as 
great as possible. Or in this from Hamlet (I. iv. 46) : 

* Let me not burst in ignorance ; but tell 
Why thy canonized bones, hearsed in death, 

Have burst their cerements ; why the sepulchre. 
Wherein we saw thee quietly ifiurned, 

Hath oped his ponderous and marble jaws 
To cast thee up again. What may this mean 
That thou, dr6cd corse, again in complete steel 
Bevisit'st thus the glimpses of the moon,^ 

Making night hideous ; and we fools of nature 
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Bo horridly to shake onr disposition 

With thoughts beyond the reaches of onr souls ? * ^ 


§ 7. 8hdkef^peare*8 Use of Prose, 

A concentration and inteiysification of the speech of 
jQuimon life is necessary in drama as, to a lesser degree, in' - 
the novel. Even iii the novel the artist's method of 
treating dialogue cannot be photographic. People must 
be made to express themselves more concisely and incis- 
ively, with less irrelevance and indefiniteness, above all 
more significantly than they ordinarily do in real life. 
This is necessary partly that their sj)eech, which cannot 
be immediately illustrated by tone -or gesture, may be 
clearly significant and partly that it may not be tedious. 
In drains this intensification of ordinary speech must 
needs be carried still further, because of the smaller can- 
vas used and the absence of any explanatory notes. It 
is this idealization of dramatic dialogue that justifies or 
requires the use of an idealized form of speech, that is, of 
the musical speech, which is verse. 

There are, however, many kinds of dialogue for the ex- 


' Observe that in tliis*raarvellous piece of verse there is only one 
very decided pause from * What may this mean ’ to the end, and that 
this is in the middle of a line. Tliere is a slight pause after ' corse * 
and another after * moon. ’ Out of the ele^n lines six are ahsol ntely 
unstopped, introductory to the study of Shakespearean pro- 
sody, see Warwick Shakespeare, Richard //., p. 185, and Intro- 
duction to Othdlo in the Bankside Shakespeare. 


pression of which verse is radically unfit. Touch and go 
dialogue, full of quick turns , intiip.atei»..wiit£,.p^^ 
c an be inten sified in prose and would Jotge 
gam nothing in"lirers.e. Broadly comic dialogue k im- 
possible in verse unless at least it );)e. ^hJn^^ Even 
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tense dialogue, full of emotion, but in which the feeling is 
involved and tormented and the thought moves abruptly 
and in tangents, cannot gain, and probably loses, if ei^ 
pressed in verse.* Only an elliptical, jerky, tortured* verse, 
such as we sometimes find in Browning, could express 
it. But where feeling is exalted, or is at once passionate 
«and simple, where thought and feeling flow freely and 
with dignity, the concentrated and, heightened expres- 
sion of it takes naturally the form of musical speech, or 
verse. • 

Whatever may be thought of the theory of the double 
use of verse and prose in drama thus briefly sketched, it 
appears to be the theory of Shakespeare. Whether or not 
he was conscious of such views we cannot say. But that 
he practically held such a view can be deduced from his 
practice in the plays of his maturity. » « . 

There is a preliminary consideration which must be 
clearly understood. It is obvious that there are many 
kinds of dialogue whicli might be rendered without prac- 
tical loss either in verse or in prose. All conventional 
speech, all merely explanatory oi descriptive speech, all 
speech that is mildly expostolatory or argumentative or 
admonitory, may be written equally well in prose or verse* 
If written in Verse it gains in dignity what it loses in 
rapidity of movement, it gains in beauty what it loses in 
pure realism. It must always be remembered that verse is 
Blower than prose. ^ The concentration of prose is greater ; 
verse is more wordy, and moreover must be read more 
slowly to bring out its music. Tiie treatment of all 

' Sec the scene between Hamlet and Ophelia (111. i.). 

3 Compare Act II. iii. As You Like It with Act II. vi. The 
latter is written in prose to secure a more rapid movesnent. Study 
the gradual change of style in the oration of Urutus in Juliui 
CoMar. , 
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Ueutral kinds of speech will depend on the convention 
accepted by the artist. If verse be regarded as the normal 
mode of dramatic utterance, verse will be used ; otherwise 
he wiM use prose. 

Shakespeare’s practice was not, of course, the same all 
through his artistic life. At starting he accepted the con- 
vention that verse is the normal medium of dramatic^ 
speech, and that prose is only to be used for special reasons. 
To this convention he adhered to some extent ; but as his 
poweiai matured he found more and more reasons for using 
prose. His use of prose and of verse becomes less and 
less merely conventional up to the time of Othello and 
Lear. In his early, experimental plays he uses prose only 
for broadly comic or burlesque effect^.' But in the plays 
of the second period the conventional use of verso is to a 
great extent abandoned. Approximately, in these plays, 
prose isTlie language of comedy, and verso of dialogue 
which is sentimental, passionate, or deliberately dignified. 
In Romeo and Juliet, already, there is less convention. 
The alternations of verse and prose are more rapid than in 
earlier plays, and more subtly motived. Look at the con- 
versation between the Nurse and Romeo in Act II. iv. They 
begin in prose, but as soon as Juliet is directly spoken of 
Romeo rises into verse and the Nurse follows him. Then 
as soon as the serious matter is settled both decline into 
prose.* In Henry IF. the use of verse is rather more con- 

' In the Two Gentleman and The Comedy of Errors there is 
practically no prose apart from Speed, Launce and the Droaiios, 
and these personages frequently use doggerel verse. In Love's 
Labour 's Lost there is hardly any prose apart from Armado, Dull, 
Holofernes, etc. In Richard III. no one speaks prose but the 
Murderers (I. iv.). In Bicfuird 11. ther^is no prose at all. Even 
the Gardener speaks verse. 

* Look, too, at the way prose comes in and goes out with Mer- 
eutio in Act III. L 
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veutional, but Hotspur’s tendency to drop into prose is 
noticeable and significant/ In The MerchafU of Venice 
there is an admirable and striking instance of departure^ 
fi'om convention in the use of prose by Shylock dil the 
Tubal scene (III. i.). Shylock's grotesque passion over his 
daughter and ducats was not to be dignified by verse! 
JBut it is in the mature Comedies of this period that 
Shakespeare’s abandonment of conventional verse is most 
complete. The fact has not been suMciently emphasized 
that Much Ado About Nothing is a prose comedy. Iq that 
play prose is used as the normal form of expression : verse 
is used only for special reasons. There is, in fact, little 
verse in the play. It is used in the church scene (IV. i.) 
for the sake of dignity and passion ; it is used to express 
the grief and anger of Leonato and Antonio ; it is used, 
rather conventionally perhaps, in the last scene, and in 
the Hero and Ursula scene (III. i.), and in the c^'emonial 
scene at Hero’s monument (V.«iii.). Otherwise it is used 
hardly at all, and where it occurs its use is significant. 
Look at the masked-ball scene (II. i.). It is all in prose 
except that Claudio, for a moment, grows sentimentally 
serious in verse. The fact that the Don John scenes are 
in prose strongly stamps the play as an essentially prose 
comedy.* 

Of the other comedies of this period Ae You Like It, 
pastoral poem as it is, appears to be based on prose rather 
than on verse. In this play, as in Much Ado, it is the use 

^ See Part I., II. iii. and HI. L But notice that after the Falstafi 
scene (1. ii.) Prince Henry soliloquizes in verse, that the dialogue 
between him and the Sheriff (II. iv.) is verse, and that be addresses 
Bardolph—en prtnee — in verse in III. iiL 

’ The verse scenes are IjJ. i., IV. i. (not by any means all of it)i 
V. iii. and iv. Y. i. is a mixed scene. The scen^entirely or 
almost entirely prose are L L iL iii, XL i ii iii., III. ii iiL 
iv. V., IV. ii, V. ii. 
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of verse, not the use of prose, that is to be accounted for.* 
In Twelfth Night the balance is perfect as between verse 
and prose, and the changes are almost always clearly 
motived.* 

In his mature comedy Shakespeare showed a distinct 
preference for pro^e as the natural mode of expression in 
comedy. In these plays prose*is the normal medium, and 
we shall come to wrong conclusions or to no conclusions if 
we attempt to explatn his use of prose rather than his use 
of verse. But in the great tragedies that followed, the 
normal form of expression is verse. Prose is here used 
only for special reasons, and it is used with extraordinary 
artistic subtlety. To bi'ing out all the subtleties involved 
in the use of prose in Hamlet^ Oihdlo, and Lear would 
take up far more space than we can afford. A. close 
examination will show that in these plays Shakespeare 
worked ^^y condstently, though not perhaps with abso- 
lute consistency, on the th(K>ry stated at the commence- 
ment of this section. In consistencies may perhaps be 
found in relation to passages of a neutral character, and 
there is apparent a tendency to give soliloquy a sometimes* 
unnecessary dignity by the use of verse.’^ But it„will be 
found that in those plays the use of prose has almost 

' Look at T. ii. The iirose turns to verse when sentiment begins 
to dominate and Xlosalind gives Orlando the diain. Coriu, Silvins, 
and Phehe talk verse as in the conventional pastoral. See how 
Rosalind breaks in upon their verse in V. i. 

* In Act I. V, tlie light, ironic dialogue between Olivia and Viola 
changes to verse whe^ Viola grows enthusiastic over Olivia’s 
beauty. Olivia answers ironically in prose, but, later, is moved to 
be serious in verse. The second interview between them is all 
verse. Note that in the last scene the just indignation of Malvolio 
is expressed in verse, though he speaks ^se everywhere else. 

* See the AlUoquies of lago, L iii and II. i. iii, and of Bdmund 
in Lmr, T. ii. and III. iii. 
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iuvariablj an artistic motive, and is rarely governed by 
mere convention and never by caprice.’ 

In the romantic plays of the latest period we find, as we 
•should expect, a great preponderance of verse and A some- 
what careless and conventional alternation between it and 
prose. 


8. General Characteristics, 

Of the general characteristics of Shakespeare’s work, 
sheer power, none have attracted more 
attention than its ajpparent person and the i m- 
pressiv e impartiality ""with which it presents utterly ,un:_ 
like type s of character and the most diverse modes of 
thought a nd .of feeling. With hot one of his crowd of 
characters does Shakespeare ever seem to identify him- 

• 

' A few points may be noted. Hamlet, Tlio Ilamlet-Ophelia 
scene (III. i.) has been referred to.*' Note that in this scene Ophelia, 
whose feeling is simple, tends to speak verse. Almost all the prose 
in the whole play is s])oken by of to Hamlet. He invariably 
•talks prose to Ophelia and to Polonius, as well as to llosencrantz 
and Guildenstern. Ophelia’s madness gains enormously through 
prose. Notice the broken, tormented verse of Hamlet’s soliloquy 
(II. ii ). 

Othello, Tago shows a strong tendency to prose even in speaking 
verse (1. i. and IV. ii.). His' normal expression is prose. His 
hypocritical speech w'hen most serious is verse. (See not only 
III. iii., etc., hut the remarks to Montano in II. hi.) Look at 
Othello’s prose in the terrible IV. i. 

Lear. Every change in the marvellous scenes III. iv. and vi. 
is artistically motived. Edmund, like Isgo, speaks naturally in 
prose. Look at Kent’s alternations in II. ii. ; at Lear’s cry in 
verse (* 0 let me not he mad ’) in the prose scene I. v. In 111. vii. 
a servant interrupts pr^ dialogue with verse— for good reason. 
In rV. vi. Gloster says to* Edgar : * Thou speakst in J>etter phrase 
and matter than thou didst.' In fact, Edgar has changed tQ 
verse.. 
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Belf.' He has intellectual sympathy alike with Hamlet 
and Malvolio, lago and Imogen. So complete is the 
wdetachment of his characters from his own personality 
thatVe can never be quite certain how he felt towards 
any of them. Ny great writer reveals so little of l^jnself 
in his writinga. Our knowledge of the mere externals 
of his life is considerable: tut for his mental life, his 
opinions, his temperament and moral outlook, we must go 
to the plays and poems, and, if we persist in demanding 
details of them, we shall either be baffled or led by our 
eagerness into the paths of mere conjecture. There is not 
a character in the plays which w# can reasonably regard 
as representing Shakespeare; there is not a mood or a 
passion or a situation^ which we canjcnow that he himself 
lived through ; there is hardly an opinion which we can 
know was his. Others abide our question,* wrote Arnold 
of him,^Thou art free.’ But the phrase, like much else 
written on this subject, ii j)oetically exaggerated. It is 
true that we cannot make out from the plays what Shake- 
speare’s religion was exactly, or whether or no he held 
definite political opinions.* Much is certainly hidden from 
us ; but if we study the plays attentively we ought not to 

^ Efforts have been niacle to identify him, partially at least, now 
with Hamlet, now with Prosper©, but no evidence can be found in 
the plays for such fancies. 

^ Some of us would fain sliow that liis opinions on these matters 
were the same as tlieir own, and hooks have been written to prove 
that Shakespeare was (a) a Roman Catholic, (6) a Puritan. Many 
theorists have discerned their own views in the very plays upon 
which their opponents'll ave mainly relied for a refutation of them. 
To all the unduly curious the attitude of the dramatist’s mind 
would not be ill-represented, perhaps, by the saying attributed to 
the Earl of Shaftesbury in Charles j^’s time. To a lady who 
inquired a% to his religion he answered : * Madam, wise men are 
but of one religion'; and when she further pressed him to tell 
what that wok, * Madam, wise men never telL’ 
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fail to discover in tbciu the main facts concerning Shake* 
speare’s ^ and something at least of the 

principles of Shakespearean art. Of necessity the plays, 
involve a certain outlook and arise from certain modes of 
thought and certain preferences ^ moral or aesthetic. Lan- 
dor’s * mighty and beauteous angel ’ with the hidden face 
is an exaggerated symbol. * The details of the face are 
indeed hidden ; but its type and outlines are not obscured. 
We have to guard against two things 'chiefly : a desire to 
know the unessential leading to fanciful interpretations 
and baseless theories, and a tendency, strong in the English 
mind, to confuse aesthetic and moral values. Shakespeare’s 
plays arc about as moral as life, but not nearly so moral 
as many of his commentators. It seems certain that he 
*would not have written di^amas as illustrations of truisms 
or of the soif; of wisdom to be found in children’s copy- 
books. Ta take the plot of one of his tragcSies and 
generalize it into some sort of ethical proposition is a 
process which proves nothing but a determination towards 
ethical views on the jfUrt of tlie commentator. No actual 
story with its complex causation and its element of chance 
can ever even illustrate an ethical generalization expressive 
of a mere tendency. ‘ Murder W'ill out ’ is simply an un- 
true saying, unless we understand it as * Murder tends to 
come out,’ when it at once assumes the aspect of a truism. 
Whatever the writer supposed, Arden of Feversham illus- 
trates this tendency in a merely incidental manner, and 
could not do more.^ 

But it must certainly be said that Shakespeare, though 
in no distinctive sense a moral teacher, is on the side of 
the angels. He has a preference for virtue, as nature haa 

^ The tragedy of Arden^ Feversham ends on the re^ipai'k : 

* For simple truth is grations enough 

And needs no other points of glosing staflV 
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H» ataRdpoiali>ii]M>iJbs^ all northern Europeans , 

fa ethicd, and lie l^eyerioz^stB that tha moral elementjn 
Ufa ie.j)riniAJX..^ He will not let wickedness tritimph com- 
pletely.^ lago succeeds in his aim, but pays heavily for 
it; Macbeth’s success is ruinous to him; doneril and 
Began are destroyed by their wickedness in the hour of 
their victory. Probably to • Shakespeare the absolute 
triumph of wickedness seemed abnormal, of the nature 
of accident, and notV)f the nature of the permanent. Nor 
does he ever make a thoroughly bad man the centre of his-^ 
dramal, save in Bichard IIL^ where he is following the lead 
of Marlowe. In his plays good and evil stand in” sharply 
defined contrast and generally in opposition. Complex 
as many of his characters are, there is never any doubt 
as to which is whicL If there is (fee thing clear about ' 
Shakespeare’s attitude towards life it is that it was that 
of a peiiectly saShe man, normal in all important respects 
except in ^hat of intellectual power. His simple and 
healthy moral feeling has gone far to secure a popularity 
which his profound intellectuality m>uld never of itself 
alone have secured. While he is * not too bright and good 
for human nature’s daily food/ there is no taint in him of 
moral confusion or of baseness. It is only the morbid, 
the ill-balanced, the decadent or the puritan who boggles 
over Shakespeare’s morality. The morbid Shakespeare 
scarcely knows, save as a form of insanity as in Leontes ; 
therefore morbid people may be discontented with him. 
Of the modem anaemic despair of life, too,^hakespeare 
k^pws uotfingi ithe pf life ^om^inateshim 
FalstafE to Miranda,? Tlmre is no, trace of fatalism in him ; 
fhis tragedy is a trag^y of moral weakness and intellectual 
'fifundefs/ lint hev^^ of mere brute circumstance.' He has 

^ The earty and immature (though very beautiful) tragedy of 
Romeo and Juliet is the only exception. 
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the optimism of the highest vitality; therefore the pes- 
simist may be discontented. Indeed he can be all things 
to all men save the unhealthy and the lop-sided.^ He 
enters into the utmost exquisiteness of feeling, bu^ he is 
capable* of grossness and does not shrink from it. He 
loves a rough jest and even a practical joke. He has a 
foolish but most human loye for a pun, good or bad. He 
can laugh uproariously at Bardolph’s red nose without a 
thought of offence. There is no ascct;cism about him, and 
he is under no sense oTsm ; but hie knows that a man pays 
for his vice with pain or misery or failure. He haS, per- 
haps, little sympathy with merely ideal aspirations; but 
he loves flowers and glrlliood and all sincere and beautiful 
things. He is tolerant with the genial tolerance of strength 
and wisdom and chaiity.* Finally and above all — for this 
is the only absolute test of moral value in a writer — 
Shakespeare’s writings brace us for efiort, enl.rge our 
thoughts towards charity, anjJ ennoble our feeling for 
each other. No one is debased or depressed by Shake- 
speare, for there is nothing base or cowardly in him. His 
are the darkness and terror of crag and precipice, and his, 
too, the exhilaration of the summits. 

That Shakespeare is an artist hardly needs asserting at 
the present day. It is true that his art was probably far 
less self-conscious than that of Milton or of Tennyson, 
that it was probably more intuitive than aforethought. 
The distinction, however, is probably not so important as 

^ Even the decadent appear to find a good deal to their taste. 
To them, of course, the two greatest plays are Measttre for Measure 
and All *8 Well^ and then come TroUus amt Cressida^ Vericles^ and 
Antony and Cleopatra. 

‘ Sometimes he is careless of appearances. He makes Isabella 
{Measure for Measure) tal^ part in a questionable and offensive 
trick, being confident that no one but a fool will luisunffier&tand ; it 
is only to avoid a far uglier ending. 
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it soeniB. A great artist does not need rule or conscious 
analysis to tell him what is good and what is evil. Any 
analysis that may be necessary may be done sub-consciously . 

As an artist Shakespeare is concerned almost wholly with 
the artistic worth of humanity. Ho is never preoccupied 
with that beauty ef * nature * which haunts so insistently 
the minds of modem poets. Be uses it sometimes with the 
hand of a master ; but his thought is centred on humanity 
and he passes on. He rarely takes pains to emphasize the 
picturesque aspect of things, even of the situations he 
himsClf creates. He creates the picturesque and leaves it 
without comment. The mysterious beauty of that watch 
on the dark battlements of the castle of Elsinore, the cold, 
the silence, the hushed voices, ‘ not a mouse stirring * save 
for that * portentous figure,’ the ‘ pAilogue to the omen 
coming on ’ — all this is left to sx>eak for itself, 

What^hakespeare loves as an artist is power — intensity 
— in human character. It m|y be power of intellect or moral 
power, or power of jiassion or of grace, or the intensity of 
the exquisite as in Ariel, or power of love as in Imogen, or 
power of wit as in Benedick, or intensity of stupidity as 
in Sir Andrew Aguecheek,^ whoso silliness approaches the 
sublime ; but it is always the intense, the perfect in some 
kind, that he dwells upon and makes central. Splendid 
and puissant personalities are the primary material of his^ 
tragedies, giants of wit or silliness of his comedy. If we 
put aside the morbid, there is only one form of the ex- 
treme in human character which he never makes use of, 
and that is the extremely brutal. The merely bestial he 
disregards entirely. *Yct his characters, splendid or ex- 
treme as they are, are never extravagant or abnormal in 
their nature^ they are rather perfected types of the 

tif 

' Cf. Rodaviro, in Othello^ and that ‘very potent piece of iiube- 
eility,’ Slende: in Merry Wives, 
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normal. We may fairly say that Shakespeare sought for 
the highest expressions of the normal in humanity. But 
mere mediocrities Shakespeare makes little use of. He 
relegates them to the background, an 4 . uaes them as foils 
and explanatory notes. Mediocrity ihay be complex ; but 
Shakespeare has not the modem love of the complex as 
such, though he masters it when" he pleases. But he 
prefers a com^dexity that is not commonplace, like that of 
Hamlet. Mediocrity may be tragic or pathetic; but 
Shakespeare prefers the pathos of Imogen and the tragedy 
of Lear. The man who is dull but not dull enougn to be 
altogether laughable, the man whose summed virtues make 
up respectability, whose actions are reducible to fear, who 
can neither dare nor enjoy freely, is not a subject of 
Shakespeare’s art. '^He is included and passed over. 

The defects and blemishes in Shakespeare’s work are 
many and obvious. They are more obvious 4 than im- 
portant, and yet, perhaps, thev are not generally sufficiently 
insisted upon at the present day. There is a strong tend- 
ency in us to ignore or pass lightly over the faults of a 
body of work which we have learned to love and reverence 
and take pride in. The not unnatural attitude is that of 
the Earl of St. Viiu-ent towards the ‘ irregular genius ' of 
our greatest seaman. *But you must not criticize him 
. . there can only be one Nelson.’ Yet we may re- 
member the profound saying of Vauvenargues : ‘ Les plus 
grands ouvrages de I’esprit humain sont tres-assurement 
les moins parfaits.’ 

It can hardly be denied that Shakespeare’s plays abound 
in word-jugglery and jesting that' is often trivial and 
sometimes sadly out of place ; in rhetorical flights which 
impede or weaken thp action and are psychologically false ; 
in inartistically long-winded narrative or desciciiption ; and 
in fax-fetched and sometimes euuiusing imagery. In the 
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earlier plays, especially, lie riots in trivial quips and quib- 
bles, sometimes at the most inopportune moments: and 
from this habit of playing with words and inopportune 
jestingihe never entirely freed himself.^ In the later playtf 
he heaps up a confusion of unilluminating metaphor to 
the point of obscurity,c and is sometimes guilty of that in- 
excusable abuse of language Which consists in trying to 
make words do more than can be done with them. In the 
historical plays he is eonsiatently over-rhetorical. His love 
of descriptive narrative, of dignified rhetoric, and his desire 
to work out his thought fully, partially blind him to the 
essential.* The speeches tend to be too long, too diffuse, 
and too formally complete. The^same fault is markedly 
apparent in the latest plays.* 

^ Look at Act III., Sc. ii., of Romeo and Juliet*, at the far- 
fetched an^onfused metaphor about * minutes, times and hours,* 
in the King’s soliloquy in Act V., Sc. v., of Rkhard IL ; at the 
feeble remark of the Fool inserted at the end of Act I., Sc. v., of 
King Lear, Many of the best critics have directed their shafts 
against this peculiarity in Shakespeare — what Johnson calls 'the 
malignant power of a quibble over his mind.* Leigh Hunt speaks 
in a like vein of his over-informing intellect — fi^/^erabundance of 
wit and intelligence, thought and allusion ; Lowell of his liability 
to be turned out of liis direct course by the first nietaj>hysicaJ 
quibble that pops up. Dry den was aiming somewhere near the 
same mark when he spoke of Shake.^peare*s language as sadly 
* pestered ’ by figurative expressions. It is noteworthy, too, that 
long after his verse lias become too strong to admit of rhyme 
without derogation, Shakespeare still occasionally inserts a rhymed 
couplet. This, however, is generally used to round ofi* a scene in 
an epigrammatic or quasi-proverbial manner — sometimes highly 
effective. See especially in Macbeth. 

* Morton’s narrative speech in Henry IV., Pt. II., Act L, Sc. i, 
beginning, ‘I am sorry I should force you to believe,’ full as it is 
of irrelevant detail, is an example. 

* Cf. the ftng-winded narration by Posthumus in Cymheline 
(V. iii.). See aaticle by Thomas Seccombe, Bookman, Oct., 1903. 

Cl. K 
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Nor can it be denied that Shakespeare’s plots are ^erj 
serionsly faulty. They are carelessly handled and full of 
incongruities. Shakespeare shows a disregard ior plausi- 
bility which, at times, is so great as to suggest ^ <lack of 
the sense of it. He displays a readiness to make use 
of ' prepostercus devices in order to hinge a plot or to 
bring about a catastrophe. The disguise of the Duke 
and the substitution of Mariana for Isabella, on which the 
plot of Measure for Measure turns;'* are childish devices 
worthy of The Arabian Nights, and utterly incongruous 
with the tone of the play. The Merchant of Venice is built 
upon suppositions such as Gilbert and Sullivan might have 
adorned. The Winter^ s Tale begins like a tragedy, and 
ends like a fairy tale. In this case it is not merely a 
matter of crude construction but of confusion of idea. 
Even in the greatest tragedies the construction is far from 
perfect. The catastrophe of King Lear 'is forced-and hur- 
ried : ' there is no suflieient reason for the suicide of Goneril. 
The ending of Hamlet is brought about by the clumsy 
device^ an excessively unlikely exchange of weapons.’* 
Few, in fact, of Shakespeare’s plays are entirely plausible, 
and some of them are alHicted with gross absurdities. Nor 
can it be pleaded that Shakespeare borrowed his plots, and 
was therefore not responsible for their imperfections. Such 
a plea would be absolutely inadmissible even if it were not 
true that he frequently and f^ely altered the stories he se- 
lected. As a matter of fact, the way in which Shakespeare 
dealt with his stories illustrates, in several cases, his care- 

^ The nature of the partition, too (Act 1., Sc. i.), is carelessly 
and confusedly represented. 

^ It must be noted, however) that, clumsily brought about as it 
is (though even this polk*; has been contested, like everything else 
about Shakespeare), the abrupt and unpremeditat6>d violence of 
tliis ending is profoundly true. 
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lessness of plausibility and even of moral considerations* 
In the original story of Othello, lago escapes and meets his 
death later owing to another set of circumstances, while 
Othellg is forced by torture to confess the murder, and is 
afterwards killed by Desdemona’s relatives. Shakespeare 
has concentrated the story and provided a dramatic ending ; 
but in doing so he has seriously weakened the circumstantial 
evidence upon which Othello acts. In the original of Much 
Ado About Nothing, Olaudio has to wait a year after the 
final revelation before being allowed to marry Hero ; but in 
the pIS.y his outrageous conduct is immediately condoned. ‘ 

Shakesjjg^ wxLte for posterity,, or even for pub- 

lication.^ die wrote_ fgr.ttek-theatre of his day, He knew 
his audiences *and his actors, and he made concessions to 
both, to the detriment of his work. He^iad neither the self- 
restraint nor the self-sacrifice of the conscious artist. He‘ 
cared littfe for formal completeness or for perfect unity of 
effect, and rarely consented tp subordinate all his detail to 
his main design. If an ej)isode or a character did not rouse 
his imagination, he wrote well enough for his audience and 
was content. From these causes, and not from any defici- 
ency in power or artistic sense, arise the inequalities and 
defects of Shakespeare’s work. Bon Jonson’s remark to 
the effect that his work needed revision was perfectly true. 

There is a’ pestilent idea abroad that Shakespeare is 
technically difficult. There are people who allow them- 
selves to be frightened by tfie slight archaism of his lan- 
guage. Others again are alarmed by the quick-set hedge 

' Compare the condonation of the still more senselessly out- 
rageous behaviour of Posthumus in Cyrnhcline, There is a 
curious incongruity in Shakespeare’s drama between the essen- 
tial beauty of his women and the susi)j^i<fTi with which they are 
liabitually re^irded. Fletcher goes fur ther and makes chastity in 
women a portent. 
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raised round the plays by commentators and antiquarians. 
There are those who suppose that an enormous critical 
apparatus is necessary for the understanding of Shake- 
speare. Air this is delusion. The understanding of 
Shakespeare does not depend on apprehension of the 
meaning of obsolete terms, or appreciation of obscure jests 
and allusions. The persoa who can hear the music of 
Shakespeare’s verse will hear it no better for studying its 
prosody. The delusion, however, thatr Shakespeare is tech- 
nically difficult is based upon a fact A full appreciation 
of Shakespeare’s work as a dramatic artist cannot belbased 
on the text alone. But there are grades of distinction 
between attempting to scale an Alpine peak without a 
guide and poring over a contour map in search of an 
en^nation of its beh.uty. No true lovers of our national 
^poet should fail to explore the sources from which he drew 
his plots, thereby to derive some ideaf of thec.^ssential 
magic of the wand with whic^ he touched and re-created 
his material. A study of the work of his contemporaries, 
and perhaps, more especially, of his predecessors, will tend 
to greater clearness in our estimate of bis unique greatness. 
But it remains true that the proper school for the study 
of* Shakespeare is life itself, and the apparatus absolutely 
necessary is ithe open eye and the understanding heart. 

The great scholars of the eighteenth century have by 
dint of splendid industry, insufficiently honoured, given us 
a tolerably good text. Much excellent work in the way of 
comment and illustration has been done since ; but to the 
text we should go first of all. Difficult Shakespeare of 
course is ; but only in the sense in which all great writers 
are difficult. If with ludicrous presumption we expect to 
arrive at a full sensah,of the greatness of his work at the 
first or the second reading, we shall be most deservedly 
disappointed. The n^<>r6 wo study the more we shall 
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anderstand, and with our knowledge of life will increase 
our understanding of Shakespeare. 

• • § 9. SliaJcespeareana. 

Shakespeare’s pla^s were first collected and issued in one 
large volume at the close of 16^3, the volume being known 
from its size as the First Folio: WilUam ShalcespeareB 

Gomediei Histories ^ Tragedies. PuUished according to the True 
Originall Copies [Portrait: ‘Martin Droeshout sculpsit*]. Lon- 
don, Jointed hy Isaa-c laggard ^ Ed. Blount, 1623. The Folio 
contains thirty>six plays, arranged as Comedies, Histories, and 
Tragedies. Apart from this arrangement, which was adopted 
primarily to save time in the printing, and the placing of the 
English Chronicle Plays in historical sequence, no systematic 
order seems to have been aimed at. Of the Uiirty-six plays priifted, 
sixteen, including Titus Andronicus, had appeared previous^ 
in Quarto form. The stationer who held the printing rights 
OYQT PeriStes may have prevented that piece from being included. 
The remaining twenty plays appeared for the first time.^ Two 
fellow-actors of Shakespeare’s, John Heminge and Henry Con- 
dell, supplied a portion of the new material from prompt-copies ; 
texts of other plays were printed from transcripts in private 
hands. Most of the plays that had already appeared were printed 
from the existing quartos. Some of these were sufficiently good 
to be used in the theatre, but others were notoriously corrupt 
and for these substitutes had to be found. The pHnting seems 
to have been hurriedly and carelessly done. For this Hem- 
inge and Condell were not directly responsible, but the five 
associated printers or booksellers (Wm. and Is. Jaggard, Wm. 
Aspley, Jn. Smethwick, and £d. Blount) who ‘promoted’ the 
undertaking. A second edition, the Second Folio, appeared in 
1632; the Third Folio*(two impressions), 1663-4; the Fourth 

^ Even when Playbook or Quarto copies exist, the Folio often 
supplements them in a very important imUher. The best texts as 
a rule are thase in which Quarto and Folio agree, e.^., Much Ado^ 
The worst are those in which they most diverge, viz., Richard III, 

Winca, Emory F., EanUd, 
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Folio, 1G86. These last two impressions include as hy Sliate- 
speare Pericles, The London Prodigal, Jlisiory of Thomas Lord 
Cromwell, Six John Oldcastle, The Puritan Widow, A Yorkshire 
Tragedy, The Tragedy of Locrine. In the first-named 6f these 
alone had Shakespeare really any share. 

The text of Shakespeare had not improved during the seven- 
teenth centuiy, but had rather grown worse, fresh errors creep- 
ing into successive Folios. Annotation and revision commenced 
under Queen Anne, and in the course tof the eighteenth cen- 
tury a belter text than that of the Folios was graduiilly re- 
covered. Nicholas Rowe (1709) and Alex. Pope (1725) made a 
beginning. Rowe attempted a Life of Shakespeare. Pope wrote 
a fine preface to his edition, in which ho spoke of Shakespeare 
as * not so much an imitator as an instrument of Nalure.’ Lewis 
Theobald exposed some of Pope s blunders in Shakespeare Ho- 
stored, 172C, and procRiced an edition of liis own in 1733. Theo- 
bald was a born emendalor with a classical training. By treating 
Shakespeare as a classical text, and collating the tolip editions 
with those of the plays which existed in quarto, he achieved 
8omo brilliant results. Hanmer (1744) and Warburton (1747) 
added but little to Theobald. 

The antiquarian or black-letter school of Shakespearean an- 
notation sprang up after 1765, wlien Johnson brought out his 
substantial edition — the basis of the later Varior^tms, Its disci- 
ples began (upon a hint from Farmer) by studying our sixteenth- 
century literature, and reading, not the classics, but the books 
that Shakespeare might and probably would have read, in order 
the better to understand his language and allusions. This led 
them to the Elizabethan drama as a whole, and to the obscure 
satires and tracts which throw light upon the social life of 
Shakespeare’s age. The results were made manifest in the 
editions of Edward Capell (1768), George Steevens (1773,1778; 
* Johnson and Steevens,’ 1793), Edmund Malone (1790), and 
Isaac Reed (1807). These results were combined and em- 
bodied in the three VtsHorum editions of 1803, 1813, and 1821. 
The third of these, known as 'Boswell’s MaUne,' remains 
the standard complete annotated edition. The researches of 
these eig^iteenth-oentury editors were reinforced by those of a 
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large namber of critical and independent inquirers; these 
io eluded: 

John Upton : Oritical OhsArvationa on Shakespeare, 1746. 

Petet Whalley: Enquiry info the Learning of Shakeepear^, 
1748. 

Zachary Grey : Oritical, Historical, and Explanatory Notes on 
Shakespeare, with Emendations of the Text and Metre, 2 voIb. 
1764. 

Thomas Edwards :• Oanowa of Gritidsm, 1748 and 1766. 
*Bein^ a supplement to Mr. Warburton’s edition of Shakespeare.’ 

Benjamin Heath : A Revisal of Shakespeare's Text, 1765. 

Thomas Tyrwhitt: Observations and Gonjectures upon Some 
Passages of Shakespeare [Anon.J . 1766. 

Bicliard Farmer : An Essay on the Learning of Shakespeare, 
1767. A splendid contribution, to which the Variorums owed 
much. ^ 

Edward Capell : Notex and Various Readings to Shakespeare 
[The School of Shakespeare]. 3 vols. 1776»83. 

Maurice Morgaun : Essay on Dramatic Character of Sir John 
FaUt(4. 1777. * 

Martin Sherlock : Fragment on Shakespeare, 1786. 

John Monck Mason : Gommenis on the Last Edition of Shake- 
speare's Plays. 1785. 

George Chalmers : Supplemental Apology for BeUevers in the 
Shakespeare Papers, 1799. 

Samuel Felton : Imperfect Hints towards a new edition of 
Shakespeare, 1787-8. 

Francis Douce : Illustrations of Shakespeare, 1807. 

Nathan Drake : Shakespeare and His Times. 1817. 

Most of these investigators and a good many others are cited, 
and their opinions weighed, in the prolegomena to the Varim'um 
editions, and in iho prdlegomena to Bell’s edition of 1793 ; while 
the Shakesj^eare literature of the whole of the eighteenth cen- 
tury, and the first quarter of the nineteenth, is reviewed in an 
impartial manner in Nathan Drake’s of Shakespeare^ 

1828, and iifNichol SmithHs Eighteenth Century Essays on Shake- 
speare, 1908. In all, rather more than a hundred editioua of 
^akespeare appeared between 1623 and 1800. « 
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Of the countless nlneteeuth-century editions, the most gener- 
ally refen*ed to are the following: 

S. W. Singer’s 10-vol. edition. Chiswick Press. 1826, 1856. 

' Ohai'les Knight’s Pictorial edition. 8 vols. 1838-43. ,, 

Alexander Dyce’s edition. 6 vols. 1857 ; 9 vols. 1864-7. 

Howard Staunton’s edition. 4 vols. 1861?. 

Grant White’s edition. 12yols. Boston, 1865. 

The Cambridge edition [ed. W. G. Clark and W. Aldis 
Wright]. 9 vols. 1863-6; in 40 vols. 1891-3. (The standard work 
for coUation of the texts.) 

W. J. Rolfe’s American edition. 40 vols. 1870-96. 

H. H. Fimiess’s New Variorum edition (Philadelphia). 13 
vols. 1871-1901 (in progress). 

The Globe edition. 1 vol., with Cambridge text (slightly modi- 
fied). 1864. (Thestandardof reference for acts, scenes, and lines.) 

The Leopold Shalcetpcare. 1 vol., illustrated, with the tejct of 
Delius (1869) and valuable introduction by Dr. Fiunivall (1877). 

The Henry having ediiion. In 8 vols., illuj^trated, with useful 
notes on stage history and words peculiar to each play. 1888-90. 

The Eversley ShaJcespcare. Edited by Professor Herford, with 
forewords to each play and succinct annotations. 10 vols. 1899. 

The BanTcside edition. With special essays and parallel texts, 
Quarto and Folio. 20 vols. New York, 1888-92 (in progress). 

The Temple Shaleespeare. With condensed prefaces and notes 
by Israel Gollancz. 40 vols. 189 4.-6. 12 vols., revised, 1900, 

Tlie Windsor [Harvard] Shakespeare. Edited by H. N, Hudson. 

The Elizabethan Shakespeare. From the First Folio Text. 
With Inti’oductions of value by W. H. Hudson (in progress). 

The Caxton Shakespeare. Glossaiy and Notes by S. Lee. 

The Arden Shakespeare. Edited by W. J. Craig, with textual 
apparatus, notes, and inti'oductions (progressing); and the 
Little Quarto Shakespeare, by the same Editor (40 vols.).' 

^ Among the students’ editions of single plays, with variorum 
notes, the most deservidly popular (in order of elaborateness) are: 
The Clarendon Press seldoted plays, ^ Aldis Wngjit and Clark, 
18 vols., 1868-98 ; the Warwick Shakespeaire, 17 select plays, 1898- 
1902 ; the Pitt Press Shakespeare, 13 select pUys, ed. A W. Verity, 
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The chief original advance made in Shakespeare study during 
the nineteenth century has been in the direction of the phraseo- 
logy, grammar, and metre of Shakespeare. The minute in- 
vestigation of Shakespeare's language and syntax has emphasized 
the nfed of a strict conservatism with regard to the emendation 
of the text — a principle which eighteenth-century critics, whose 
acumen was often far in excess of their knowledge, were much 
too apt to ignore. Results of*these investigations are to a 
certain extent summarized in such works as Halliweirs Hamd^ 
hook Index to Shakeapearc,^ Alexander Schmidt's Shakesprme 
Lexicon 4:), John Bai*tlett’s Concordance to the Plays and 
Poems (1895), and Abbot's Shakespearian Grammar (cf. Franz’s 
Shahesp, Grammatik). Tlie study of Shakespearean metre, in- 
augurated by W. Sidney Walker in Shakespeare's Versification, 
1854, and Charles Bathurst’s Difference in Shakespeare's Versifi- 
cation at Different Periods of his Life, 1857, has led, in the hands 
of Ingram, Fleay, and Fumivall, to vfiluaftle results hi connexion 
with the systematic investigation of the chi*onology of the plays 
ahd theiii dates ofi composition, a subject which had first been 
seriously approached by Edmund Malone.^ The results of these 
investigations wore skilfully ^summed up, in 1878, by H. P. 
Stokes in his Attempt to Determine the Chronological Order of 
Shakespeare's Plays. The species of evidence upon which his 
results are based may be roughly classified as follows : ( 1 ) 
external evidence; (2) internal allusions; (8) style (words, 

1895-1902, and Two Noble Kinsmen, ed. W. W. Skeat, 1876 ; the 
Falcon Shakespeare, 13 select plays, 1886-1901 ; Arnold's School 
Shakespeare, ed. J. Churton Collins, 13 select plays, 1894-7. 
Many others. Unhappily these editions always embrace the 
same plays. They do the Histories pretty completely ; but from 
the Comedies invariably exclude Love's Labour's Lost, All's 
IVell, Measure for Measure, Merry Wives, Shrew, Errors, and 
Winter's Tale ; and, frohi the Tragedies, Othello and Antony and 
Cleopatra. 

* Cf. works by Fleay, E. M. O'Connor, Cowden Clarke, John 

•Phin, and Morton Luce (Bell), 1906. ^ ^ 

* It has Been much eliftidated by Prof. Arbor’s issue of the 
’Stationers* Registers’ and by Henslowe's Diary, of which a 
cijtical edition by Mr, W. W. Greg is in progress. # 
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classical allusions, prose, puns, thought drawn out or packed) ; 
(4) versification (declension of rhyme and end-pause, increase 
of redundant syllables, short lines, etc.) ; (5) characterization 
and quality of thought. The results obtained, though seldom 
conclusive, are interesting, and are often of independent 
value. ^ As to the date of some plays, there is an agreement 
amounting almost to unanimi^ between the successive dynasties 
of Shakespeare scholars. The following dates may, perhaps, be 
regarded as almost certain : 


Comedy of Errors . . . loOl Twelfth Night . . . IfiOl 

Hoiry IV, 1597-8 Measure for M ensure . .1ir)0;i-4 

Henry V 1599 King Lear 1605-6 

As You Like It. , 1599-1600 Macbeth 1606 

Much Ado . . , 1599-1000 Winter's Talc . . , . 1611 


The greatest diversfly of opinion exists in regard to the date 
of the following ; 

• •• 

Romeo and Juliet, Malone says 1596; Chalmers, 1592; 
Drake, 1593 ; Delius, 1591 ; J’leay, 1592 ; N. Shaks. Soc., 
1591-3; Stokes, 1591-2; Herford, 1594-5; Lee, 1592. 

Midsummer Night's Dream, Malone, 1594 ; Chalmers, 1598 ; 
Drake, 1593 ; Gervinus, 1595 ; Delius, 1595 ; Fleay, 1592 ; 
N. Shaks. Soc., 1590-91 ; Stokes, 1595 ; Herford, 1593-5 ; 
Dowden, 1589 ; Ward, 1594-5 ; Lee, 1594-5. 

All 's Well that Ends Well. Malone, 1006 ; Chalmers, 1599 ; 
Drake, 1598; Delius, 1590-9; Fleay, 1004; N. Shaks. Soc., 
1589,1601; Stokes, 1592-1604; Lee, 1595. 

In the case of Twelfth Night the eighteenth- century authorities 
were almost unanimous in fixing its date as 1613-1 1 ; by modern 
chronologers, upon new evidence (Manningham’s Diary)^ it is 
almost conclusively assigned to 1601. 

In other respects than language and metre, the Shakespeare 
Biudents of the ninete||nth century were content for the most 


See remarks on Two Gentlemen of I'erona, p. 64. 
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part to burrow from the shafts first sunk by their predecessors 
in the eighteenth. They have penetrated with success, how- 
ever, in more directions than one. 

Tc^ the knowledge gleaned with such difficulty by Steevens 
and the other variorum editors as to the sources from which 
Shakespeare drew* his plots, much has been added by the 
labours of the Shakespeare Society (1841-53) and the later 
New Shakspere Society, while the study of Shakespeare's 
treatment of material has been greatly facilitated by such works 
as Collier and Hazfitt's ShaJeespeare^s Library, 1875,' Skeat's 
Shfjcpspmre^s Plutarch, 1875, and Boswell-Stone's Shalcspere'i 
Hojinshed, 1806 (see also Anders, Shahrspearr's Boohs, 1003). 

Tlie collation of the Quarto or Play Books with the Folios, 
similar to that inaugurated by^Theobald and improved upon 
by Capell, but much more systematic and minute than that 
of either, when combined with an improved knowledge of 
Shakespeare's diction and rhythm, has led, in the hands of 
Walkej^ and Ingjeby, the Cambridge editors (Messrs, Aldis 
Wright and Clark), and the great Quarto editor, Mr, P. A, 
Daniel, to some judicious restorations of the text and to a much 
more circumspect attitude in regard to textual emendation, 
than had previously been consistent with the state of our know- 
ledge. As the simplicity and directness of Shakespeare's art is 
better understood, the more conservative in this respect shall 
we become.® 

' A Collection of Plays, Uomances, Novels, Poems and His- 
tories, employed by Shakespeare, thus affording a synthetic view 
of his Materials. It is a valuable supplement to, but must not be 
regarded as superseding, the Illustrations of Douce or the New 
Illustrations (1845) of Joseph Hunier. For the 'stories’ of the 
plays let us not omit to mention Charles and Mary Lamb’s Tales 
from Shakespeare (1887), or the more systematic but charming 
Shakespeare Story-Book (1902) by Mary Macleod. 

® This tendency wiU be accentuated by the increasing regard 
shown for the First Folio, illustrated ;lie sumptuous facsimile of 
it issued the Clarendon Press, December, 1902. See the recent 
and most conservative edition of Macbeth, by Alexandre Beljame, 
who has edited on like principles Julius Caesar and Othello, 
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The ontlincB of Sliakosp6are*B life and the ohafacte? of his 
environment, as originally Bketohed out by Bowe and Malone, 
have been filled in and elaborated with no less suecesB by 
J., O. Halliwell-Phillipps in his OutUnca of the Life of SJidke^ 
apraret 1881, and by Mr. Sidney Lee in his standard Life of 
William ShaJceepeare, 1898.^ Among the beat Lives from abroad 
are those of Elze (1876), Guizofc (1852), Mezi^res (1860), Brandes 
(1898), and Qarlauda (1910). * 

With the nineteenth century, also, came a shifting of the point 
of view of Shakespearean criticism. Tlie eighteenth century 
knew that Shakespeare was a great dramatist of extraordinary 
intellect : Goethe and Coleridge discovered in him the greatest 
of poetic artists. The new criticism was the counterpart of 
the romantic movement in literature. Nineteenth -century 
critics found in Shakespeare what they looked for : romance, the 
sense of mystery, verbiij music, intensity of poetic imagination, 
beauty as a result. The work of Coleridge, Hazlitt, Lamb, and 
Leigh Hunt has been worthily continued by Buskin, Dowden, 
Swinburne, Lowell, Courthope, and Wyndham. In (jTermaiiy 
Cyclopean work has been done; I but German criticism is to 
a great extent vitiated by its desire to find symbolism and, 
still more, by its search after ethical import. In France 
an admirable school of Shakespearean criticism has grown up, 
represented by Villemain, Montegut, Chasles, Hugo, Mezieres, 
Stapfer, Beljame, and Jusscrand. Sec Note p. 42. 

^ To this last the student is specially indebted for dissevering 
fact from fiction in regard to Shakespeare’s ascertained career, and 
for clearing the Shakespearean 4orest of the dense undergrowth 
by which every pathway and avenue of approach to' the poet was 
encumbered. To the same work we must also refer our readers 
for full details of Shakespeare on the stage, in translation, in 
controversy, at home (Stratford), and abrosKl. It has been mainly 
criticized by Greenwood and others for its over-positiveness. 

See the Jahrbtuih d&r deuUchen Sh,-Gesell8chaft (Bibliography 
in vol. 24) . As good exan^iles of Shakespeare criticism in Germany, 
see the Vorleaungen of Kre^ssig, and £. T. Vischer. ^ne of the 
patriarchs of aesthetic criticism is A. W. von Schlegel, and the best 
translation of Shakespeare into a foreign tongue is theOennan version 
of Schlegel aifd Tieck. A. Brandrs work on Shakespeare is first-rate! 
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The intensity with which Shakespeare study has been pursued 
for now oTer a hundred and fifty years has led to bitter feudSt 
animosities, and riTalrics among a perfect army of critics, inves- 
tigato]|, and theorists. So exalU has been the enthusiasm of some 
of the last that they have not hesitated to fabricate evidence in 
support of their pastioular * views * ; and few, perhaps, have 
emerged from controversy on the subject who have not been 
scathed to the extent of stating as facts what they knew to be 
merely conjectures. The assiduity no less than the detachment 
of Shakespeare scholsSrs has led to their subject assuming the 
appearance of a completely independent branch of study. It 
alrei^y possesses a literature the completeness of which any 
science might envy. 

For a preliminary coup d’mi^.over this wide expanse, the 
student cannot do better than go to the classified list drawn up 
by Mr. H. R. Tedder for the Encyclopt^edia Britannica (art. 
Shakespeare, 9th edition). The Select Bibliography there given 
is classified under iwenty>one heads : 

1 . Edifions. 2. 'Selections. 3. Translations. 4 . Criticism 
and Illustration: (a) General; (b) Special works on separate 
plays; (e) FalstafT. 5. Language, Grammars, etc. 6. Quota- 
tions. 7. Concordances. 8. Sources. 9. Special Knowledge 
of Shakespeare. 10. Periodicals. 11. Shakespeare Societies. 
12. Shakespeare Music. 13. Pictorial Illustration. 14. Bio- 
graphy: (a) General; (b) Special points. 15. Portraits. 16. 
Literary and Dramatic History. 17. Shakespeare Jubilees. 
16. Ireland Controversy. 19. Payne-C oilier Controversy. 20. 
Shakospeare-Bacon Controversy.^ 21. Bibliography. To these, 
on a new classification, would protlably be added such headings 
as Sonnets, Hamlet, and Doubtful Plays. 

Beyond this the most useful guides will probably be found to 

* On this subject see G. K, Fortescue, Subject IndeXy Brit. Mus., 
1902, s. V. Bacon : also W. Willis’s amusing Trial of the Shake* ^ 
speare-Bacon Issue in Westminster HalL 1902 (with a useful 
appendix of quarto title-pages); cf. Andrew Lang, Valcfe 
^agedy atA other Studied, p. 312 ; Churton Collins, Sftakespeare 
Studies, 1904; Jacob Schipper, Sfuikspere-Baedn Frnge, 1880; 
Cb Greenwood, The Shakespeare Problem Restated, 19CS. 
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be the Catalogues of the speoialieed Shahespeare CoUeotions* 
The most complete of these are : the Catalogue of entries under 
Shakespeare (now over 4,000) in the British Museum Library; 
the Catalogue of the Barton Colleotion (Boston Public Library), 
printed in 1888, with 2,400 entries, representing over 5,000 
volumes; the Catalogue of the Shakespeare^Library at Birming- 
ham (J. B. Mullins, 1872; Index, 1900); the Catalogue of the 
Memorial Library at Stratforfl-on-Avon (by J. Hopper, 1868). 
There are also Shakespeare collections at Weimar, in the Cam- 
bridge Free Library, and probably in mauy other places. The 
references to Shakespeare in the Guildhall Library Catalogue, 
in Allibone, Lowndes’s Bihllographcrs Manual^ in the Boston 
Athenaeum Library Catalogue, and in the London Library 
Catalogue will also be found very useful. A really full Biblio- 
graphy of Shakespeare remains a desideratuiii ; much, however, 
has been done in the successive Shalcvspcare-Bihliographiea 
(down to 1900) of Albefi Cohn, issued in the form of supplements 
to the Shakespeare- JaJwhuch (Berlin). For a Bibliography of 
existing Bibliographies of the subject the student is rdierred to 
Mr . W. P. Courluey’s Register of ^atioval Biography, 1905. See 
also among other recent works: Cambridge History of English 
Lit., vol. V ; Encycl. Britannica (eleventh ed.) : Geo. Pierce Baker, 
Development of Shakespeare as a Dramatist, 1907 (11765, pp. 2); 
Felix Schelliiig, Elizabethan Drama, 2 vols., 1908 ; A. W. Pollard’s 
Shakespeare's Folios and Quartos (Methuen), 1909. 

Note. — To the names of English Shabespearoan critics mentioned 
on p. 140 should be added those of Pi of. A. C. Bradley, Sir W. 
Baleigh, Stopford Brooke, and Frank Harris. 



CHAPTER in. 

THE POST-BHAKESPF.AREAN DRAMA — SHAKESPBARE*S LATEfc 
CONTEMPORARIES AND SUCCESSORS. 

•I 

§ 1. Infroduciory. — § 2. Beaumont and Fletcher. — § 3. 
Belcher, Middleton, and Heywood. — § 4. J^^ster and 
Tourneur. — § 5. Marston. Chajyman. — § 6. Ben Jonson. 

§ 1, hdroductory, 

(In the y.i^hteenth ceutury the wriliugs of the minor ^liza- 
'T^ethan dramatists, of all the dramatists, that is, save only 
Shakespeare and Jonson, were almost ignored except by 
literary antiquaries,^ Even Malone and Steevens studied 
them chiefly with a view to throwing light upon Shakespeare. 
(Shakespeare was conceived as standing pmctically alone, a 
mountain amid hillocks.V It seems astonishing that an age 
which loved and reverenwd Shakespeare should have alto- 
gether failed to appreciate Wt?bster or Fletcher. \ But so it 
was. This failure was due partly to that lack of historical 
sense which allowed of the study of a great writer without 
correlative study of the sources of his technique and of 
the analogous work of his coiitcm[)oraries. It was also due 
partly to the actual liiferiorily of the minor Elizabethan 
dramatists, and partly to the nature of their excellences. 

* Various plays, however, not only of Joni<oii, but also of Fletcher 
and Massiri*;pr^ke]»t the sti^'o till towaitls the end of the eighteenth 
century. 0 
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Then came Oharles Lamb with his infallible sensitive* 
ness to beauty and terror in literature, and his love of 
] antique folios. His SpecimenB of English Dramatio Poets 
contemporary with Shakespeare appeared 'in 1808.. He 
wrote with the enthusiasm of a lover and of a discoverer, 
and his work was the starting-point of an extraordinary 
revival of interest in these T^riters. 

But in truth Lamb was merely the instrument of the 
romantic movement in literature! It was the mental 
change which produced and which gained recognition for 
Coleridge, Byron, and Shelley, that revived the study and 
the love of Elizabethan drama as a whole. The eighteenth 
century had ^loved and admired Shakespeare, but it had 
understood him only in part. It had admired his dramatic 
power, his spectacular quality, his humour, his characteriza- 
tion, his versatility, his pervading intellectuality, and it 
had reverently restored his text and studied his lah^ijiage. 
But it is probable that it had failed to appreciate the 
highest poetical qualities of his writings. The criticism 
of the eighteenth century is mainly textual, and it affords 
gross instances of lack of understanding. It significantly 
neglected the sonnets. Popular as Shakespeare was on 
the stage at that time, it must not be forgotten that he 
was played chiefly in hideous versions, some of which 
show a signal lack of appreciation. And it is noteworthy 
that the earliest English criticism which dealt with Shake- 
speare’s work as primarily poetic is that of Coleridge and 
Hazlitt. ^ 

Since those days the wonderful industry of modern 
editors has given us complete and elaborately commentated 
texts of all but the most obscunb of Elizabethan di'ama- 
tists. An enormous u.mount of research has been devoted 
to their texts, their literary relations, their lives, and 
attempts have even been made to popularize them. The 
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eulogies of Lamb, enthusiastically expanded by Mr. Swin- 
burne, have been echoed by a crowd of lesser critics, 
ffhe lyrical school of criticism has almost exhausted thp 
panguAge of eulogy in their i>raise. Along with the 
enthusiasm of thp romanticists and im.pressionists in 
criticism has develoi^ed the enthusiasm of the antiquary 
and the scholar ; the enthusiasm of the specialist student, 
who takes for granted the extraordiiiary literary value of 
the work, the sources, relations, and technique of which 
he sUidies with so much loving minuteness. There is, of 
necessity, in the mind of such a s])ecialist a tendency to 
exaggerate the importance apd value of the author, or 
school of authors, to which he devotes his time and 
labour. But it seems at least doubt.fij^ whether the labour 
expended on these writers has not to a certain extent 
been wasted, whether most of it should not rank simply 
as respectable antiquarianism, whether the praise bestowed 
by the nineteenth century* on the minor Elizabethan 
dramatists is not as exaggerated jis was the depreciation 
of the eighteenth. 

The authority of Lamb has justly had great weight in 
this matter. But Lamb, intjvitably responsive to beauty 
in literature as lie was, seems to have had little power of 
judging of a play as a whole. The very intensity and 
delicacy of this response tended to mislead his judgement 
of a play in which passages of beauty or of impressive 
power occurred. But the occurrence of such passages is 
consistent with childish construction of a plot ridiculous 
or revolting, or both, ^ with an entire absence of power in 
characterization, with moral dullness or brutality, and 
with an outrageous lack of humour and of common sense. 
These things are incompatible with, great drama. And it 
is just sudh a combint^ion that is characteristic of the 
work of the minor Elizabethan dramatists. > 


41 . 
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^ No one nowadays wonld deny that» even putting aside' 

Shakespeare and Jonson, later EIiza]^ ( ^than or^ strictlY. 

J acobean drania is remarkabl e for its va riety and its siren^h. 

irEaX yitabty/ tlie joy^aSi^^ the 

freedom and audacity*and idealism of youlh. It is strewn 

SiiiUi. jewols of it is full of the mystery and 

horrur^STunrestrSiiiied paslion. There is something in it 

for all tastes : brilliant or striking character sketches and 

pictures of manners, wide-reaching th6ught, piercing aphor- 

is m^ lyric^ flights, cynicism, rhetoric, passion, fa r ce.^ It is 

JgflliantlV |9ietQrical TCii,b^caumout^ Fletdier^or 

Day, me lanoholy wit h AVobster, savag e with Tourne ur. It is . 

"TiijlnlHcheci in a comhiu ation of vigour ailA' auSacity. Over 

and above its value as drama, it is in such close touch with 
? * 

the life of the time it sprang from as to illustrate that life 
with a vividness that must ever be the delight of the anti* 

. quary or the historian. Its plots are ^ery krgAy jeiotic, 

I and founds on popular talet from Italy j but £Iie life de- 
Ipicted is English so far as it is anything,^ and highly 
isnggestT^of Elizabctlian Engkhd. There is nothing 
^ademicabout it, no 'wrillh^to in a 

study. Its historical interest is not, of course, to be 
reckoned in the sum of its literary merits, since an exe- 


crably bad drama might be of high interest to the his- 
torian; but there can be no doubt that its vitality is 
largely due to an actuality which constantly makes itself 
felt in sp^ of crudity and extravagance. 

But it is a drama of passages, of passionate or joyous 
^ inoments/of inspirational flashes. It is atoa zmgTy u negu^. 
’ crud e, careless, and wayward. . Putting Shakespeare and 
Ben JonSon*asi<ie, we' aouiit if there be a single play of 
any serious pretension which is not disfigured by faults so 
gross as to be almost damning. sWo must noi. allow our- 
selves to bo blinded by its scattered excellences to its 
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fundamental defects, or to be Hypnotized by the chorus of 
I praise which has arisen from its later critics. It is in many 
[res pects childish or barbaric . It delights in bloodsh^ ^ 

mi a.n4 J L 

^ emotion. It jcar^^s for 

^ity, and ribt at all for form^ completeness jjf 
development. It reveh in coapi^jEftrce, and its 
hum ou r is a8„ a r ul e a s childish as it is gros s. Its plots 
outrage com mon sense, and constantly exhiU a ludicrously 
mad equate sen se of character. With Web ster and Ford 
®'i^^.i3>Jirneur it seeks after horror, and finds the grohelsque: 
wi^ jy e j. C | ^qj^^ amLlJiMhkta Llt a s pyes 
comes hollow and declamatory ; it wouTd^dn be pathetic, 
and, asln Pkilaeter, it is ridicu lous.^ Shakespeare* s, pr^j^^i ve 
power gpmEines incongruous elements; to the minor drama- 
tists these elements merely mix. We pa ss fropji ^ 
and>ow|rfuLscepAtQJ^.s^^ .lo-w comn(iyjKi4ji:oM.a 
hrutaTthat t he inipression o|^ its foUl silliness cli ngs e^r. 
■«ftfiC^Jip_our memo^ of the play*, * 
lack k not the unities, but j ffit y . and they not , 

reason of mere carelessness of techniqueTbut bj^ason of 
of a lack of co-ordinative^wer, or of 


that artistic sense which, consciously or not, governs all the 
work of the true artist. What Ben Jonson' said of Shake- 
speare, that he ‘ wanted ai't,* is strictly true of these minor 
dramatists, not merely in the Jonsoniafi sense, but in one 
far more essential. Khotorical and lyrical power, the power 
of passionate expression and the 'power of penetrative 
generalization Can adorn but cannot create great drama, 
The foundations of drhma must be laid deep in human 
nature; for drama is the interaction of character. It is 
by reason of his grasp of character thn4, in Shakespeare, 
the frequent^bsurdity of plot or ritufttion becomes a thing 
trivial, or, at any rate, negligiblqf The essential is always, 
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or almost always, there. ( But in the minor Elizal^than 
dramatists, without exception, in Beaumont, Fletcher, 
Webster, Middleton, Tourneur, Massinger, Ford,jOhapraaii, 
•DetkpXy power of characterization is sinallt^ JBarely, 
if ever, do they get further than a brilliant sketch or an 
impressive hint. The foundation is insufficient, or there 
is no foundation at all.( Lacking the power of convincing 
us of the presence of reat men and women, they might have 
given their puppets a semblance ofcmlity by means of a 
well-con stmeted j.>lo^ But hero they fail utterly, ^^hgir 
construction is even more faulty than tlmir characterization^ 
aim e ven"wTiSfrtHf!y^^ c u upon a iiiotJefately reasohaTHe 
plot they go far to ruin it by signal carelessness in the 
detail, f Indifferent characterization may be sustained, and 
to som^ extent dis*,iiised, by the frame work of a well-con- 
structed plot ; but in the absence of erflSerTran^^ or 
character the play falls in pieces and ho«omos a n^'re patch - 
work of passages, good, bad, or indifferent!^ 

Critics of the lyrical school, wlio are euiotionalized by the 
suggestions of imaginative j)aBsa£^es to the loss of tlie 
balance of judgement, whose imagiiialions supply the de- 
ficiencies of their author, or whose appreciation of passion- 
ate expression and beauty of phrasing is greater than tlieir 
sense of the real in eliaracter and in life, may be content 
with such a patchwork, and even grow ecstatic in con- 
templation of it. Yet the demand for colierence and for 
reality in drama that professes to deal witli real human 
relations seems to be reasonable. It,, was this lack of 
rational coherence that caused these draniaiists to seem 
useless Sid barbarous to^the eiglAeenth century: it was 
the suggestion of such a lack, joined to a* native iucajrftcity 
to understand thejiighcst beauties of pQetry,„that caused 
the eighteenth centifry to be suspicious eveici of Shake- 
speare. And it is vain, it is even absurd, to try to persuade 
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the reading public of the present day that Webster and 
Beaumont are great writers, or The Gharigeling and 'Tis 
Pity great plays. The public knows better. . The minor 
Elizabethan dramatists are very remarkable writers : poets 
of more or less pow^r and distinction. ( But their work is 
too grossly disfigurejd)and too lacking in essentiaWever to 
be much more than the playground of a few scholars, the 
pleasure of a few adepts. It is not for nothing that they 
lay so long in the lumber-room. The eighteenth (century 
was not so far wrong. { It is a case of Shakespeare first, 
L^-ifinsoii a bad secon ?lb-^<TiiE$IS^^^ 
r It would bo useless to attempt any classification of these 
writers. We might put Fletcher, Dekker, and Day to- 
gether, and add to them Middleton ‘^nd Beaumont; we 
might put together Webster, Tourneur, and Marston, and 
add Ford to thorny we might place Chapman and Mas- 
singer with Jonson. Nothing of any importance would 
be stated in such a classification, which would in some 
respects be misleading. 

Nor does there appear to be any clear line of progress 
or of decline traceable among the dramatists of the period 
after the rise of Shakespeare. ‘ The development* of Eliza- 
bethan dramatic art after the first stages is the develop- 
ment of the art of Shakespeare, in which it culm,inates. 
He carries it to a point so far beyond the reach of his con- 
temporaries -that when he disapj)ears the difference is 
enormous, ^ hat the dramat^declmes .af teiv Shake&pea^ 
a mere truism.^ M^eover, his work synchronizes very 
closely with that of mcfst of his contemporary dramatists 
of any account.^ He died in 1616 . Beaumont died in the 
same year; Tourneur’s work was finished some years 

previously ; Ben Jonson, Webster, and Dekker had done all 

• # 

^ See Chronological Table of the more important plays. 
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their best work before the end of that year ; Pleteher died 
in 1625, and Middleton m 1627. These fact's imply at 
least a temporary decline.\But, apart from them, it would 
be difficult to show that the drama of our period Exhibits 
any distinct tendency to decadence. « Whe pessimism of 
Webster and Tourneur, their love of Imrror anJ^gTobm, 
may be regarded as decadent, but cannot reasonably be 
held to imply the approaching decline of the drama in 
England.’s Of the newer men, Ford and D’Avenant ex- 
hibited tne same symptoms of decadence; but, aa the 
other hand, Massinger was j»articularly sober and rational.' 
The decline of the drama seems to have been due, imme- 
diately, to the disappearance of the great writers, and 
later, to a great extent, to the growth of Puritanism, with 
its attendant social and political disturbance.^ 


Beaumont 
and Fletcher. 


2. BeaumoAt and Fletcher. 

The body of plays commonly, conveniently, and in- 
accurately referred ta^as.;the works of 
Beaumont and Fletcher Includes ull the 
plays of the latter,^ whether writien 
by him alone, or in collaboration with Beaumont or with 
others,^ as well as a few which may have been written by 
Beaumont alone, and a few in which neither Fletcher nor 
Beaumont had, perhaps, any shai-e. A collection of these 
plays was published in folio in 1647, and a more complete 
edition appeared in 1679. Humphrey Moseley, one of the 


* Massinger and Ford, though, even chronologically, they fall 
almost as much within this jiCriud as within that which follows, 
are treated of in the ^fjeof Milton . . , 

* At all events with the exc^tiop of Henry VHI. The lost 
plays of Fletcher are The Hiew^ of Cardeniot registered in 1653 
M by him^and Shakespeare, and The Jeweller of Amaterdamm 
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publisliers of the 1647 folio/ states in an introduction that 
the plajs written bj Fletcher alone would make a * just 
volume/ but does not hint that he had any other col- 
labors^ior besides Beaumont. Shirley, the dramatist, who 
acted in some sort as editor of the folio, in an address to 
the reader is equally silent on this point. Against the 
implication that there was no mother collaborator a protest 
was made at the time by Sir Aston Cokaine on behalf of 
Philip Massinger. ^Beaumont of these many writ in few 
and Massinger in other few,* he declared, in verse ad- 
dressed to the publishers. ( Modern research and criticism 
have jproyed that Mas8ingcrV'*shUfe'"tii these plays as a 
whqle w as perlmps actually lal'gor than that of Beamnpnt, 
and that Fletcher collaborated also with Middleton and 
Eowley, aud probably with others. / s 
With regard to comparatively feW of these plays is there 
any cxttmal evic>?nce of value as to date or authorship. 
Some sixteen of them, however, are almost certainly by 
Fletcher alone, and examination of these reveals marked 
peculiarities of /firsification and various tricks of manner. 
Maasintyflr’a eriuallT net:ii]iiirj.aJML ,to.cc»nH3a^^ 

^nd exclusion, B^umont’s work can be determined with 
some approacli to accuracyr. Such determination can only 
fieTrbughiy approximate. The internal evidence is partially 
invalidated by several considerations. Fletcher’s own 
talent was certainly very versatile and udaptixWe.* More- 
over, two meh writing together will tend, consciously o * 
unconsciously, to adopt each other’s methods. Modern 
poets, in attempting a joint drama, would endeavour con- 

* The other was Humphrey KoMnson. 

* In Tht Faithful Shepherdess Iro almost completely abandoned 
his habitual methods of .yei'sHioation.^ liSd this play not been 
known to bH by Fletcher y^v^oUd certainly liave been *as.signed’ 
fco some other writer. 
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sciouslj to fuse their work. Elizabetlhan collaborators 
frequently made no such attempt: yet they may have 
done so more often than we are inclined to assume. In 
any case a scene originally written by one man mnsit fre- 
quently have been written over by the other. These con- 
siderations should make us very sceptical of any exact 
attribution of parts in a dSubtful play. It must be re- 
membered that a specialist is naturally anxious to reach 
definite conclusions, and that microsc6}>ic examination of 
evidence tends to magnify it out of all proportion to its 
actual value. We can rarely be certain of tlie exact author- 
ship of any particular i»assage in a doubtful ]day.' The 
rough but substantial accuracy of th<} modern division as 
between Fletcher, Beaumont,^ and Massinger cannot, in- 
deed, reasonably he^ doub<-ed. On the other hand the 
attribution of parts to Rowley, or Field,'* or Middleton 
must, in the absence of external evidciibo, always be re- 
garded with extreme suspiciom There is a certain tempta- 
tion, when we come upon an evidently inferior scene, to 
ascribe it, if possible, to some such hack as Rowley or 
Daborne ; ^ but this temptation must be resisted. 

^ Consider the case of 2'he Ifourst Nnn*s Forhme. Flcay as- 
signed definite shares in this play to Fletcher, Mr.^^singer, Field, 
and Dahorne, Oliidiaiit, later, declares that Fleay made a lucky 
guess, for tlioiigli these* four did write the play, ‘his division is 
almost entirely wrong'.' Hoyle assigned the same play to Fletcher, 
Massinger, Pieaumont, and Tourneur. This is a good illustration 
of the value of metrical tests. 

'' Nathaniel Field (1587-1633), one of the most celebrated actors 
of the time, first appeared on the stage as one of the Children of 
the Queen’s Revels. He was the author or joint author of several 
comedies of some wit : >1 Wo^nan is a Weathercock (1612) ; Amends 
for Ladies (1618) ; and^w ith Massinger, of The Fatal Dowry (1632). 
The first two of these ar% marked by unusual, if unseemly wit, 
and ingenious construction. ^ ^ 

^ Robert Daborne (died 1628) collal>orated with Field and Mas* 
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John Fletcher, younger son of Richard Fletcher, who 
" If} acted as chaplain to Mary Stuart in the 

*^^1579-^625)^^ eventually became 

• Bishop of London, was born at Eye in 

Sussex, in 1579. Very little of any significance is known 
of his life. He was educated at Bcne*t College, Cambridge, 
and had ceiiiainly commenced fiis literary career in London 
by the year 1607. It is indeed probable that he began 
writing for the stage a few years earlier than that. The . 
Worji^iin^s Vrize is assigned by Mr. Thorndike to the year 
1604.^ In any case it was jn'obably in 1607 that his 
partnership with Francis Beaumont com-^ 

rancis menced.*^ Beaumont came of an old Leices- 
Beaumoiit j 

( l58o ?-1616). f«i*shire family, and was the son of Sir Francis 

Beaumont, Justice of Ihe Common Pleas.® 
Prom Broadgates Hall (Pembroke), Oxford, he had entered 
the Inflhr Temple, and had no doubt speedily abandoned 
law for play •wanting. He •died prematurely in 1616 at 
the age of about tliirty, and was buried in Westminster 
Abbey.* Fletcher continued actively engaged in writing 
for the stage down to the year 1625, when he died of the 
plague. After the death of Beaumont he worked some- 


singer for the celebrated Uhilip Henslowe, nianufactiirer, money- 
lender, speculator, and manager of the l?(»se Theatre in Southwark 
from 1588 to 1003. 

' If this he actually Fletcher’s first plaj^, the fact that it was 
written as a sort of sequel to The Taming of the Shrew is sig- 
nificant of the influence of Shakcs]»eare. 

® Both of them wrote commendatory verses for the first edition 
of Jonson’s Volponc (lOtp). 

* Both Beaumont and Fletcher came of poetically inclined 
families. Giles and Thineas Fletcher were cousins of the drama- 
tist. Beaumont’s brother and two of his njphews wrote verse. 

^ The traditions as to the extreme intimacy that existed hetw een 
Beaumont Snd Fletcher ane part of the legend which made them 
joint authors of a number of plays they did not write together. 
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times aloiio, sometimes in collaboration, more particiilarlj 
Massinger. 

I^^etcher bad a share in at least fifty dramas. He must 
have been a rapid as he certainly vras a careless writerji ^ His 
style is marked by extreme mei||cal looseness. He gener-^ 
ally pauses at the end of his line, but his line-structure is 
irregular, slovenly, and eccentric. He not infrequently ex- 
tends his line to twelve, thirteen, or%ven fourteen syllables ; 
but he writes by preference in hendecasyllabics, a slovenly 
degradation of blank verse. This was not bccaui^^ be 
could not write good blank verse of ten-syllable lines, for 
he occasionally did so.^ But slipshod methods w^re 
natural to b lTU- His redundant syllables are frequently 
accented, and he has an exasperating trick of adding a 
perfectly superfluous monosyllable such as ' sir,* to make 
up his eleven syllables. Ho is exceedingly fond of writing 
*em for them, and His for it is. He us^a rhyme bulPrarely^ 
and writes very rarely in avowed prose.® The licence he 
took with his lino made prose almost useless to him ; but 
he sometimes escapes the semblance of prode only by the 
art of the printer. As thus : 

‘ She is my daughter, 

Else would 1 tell you, sir, she is a mistress 
Both of those manners and that modesty 
You would wonder at : she is no often speaker, 

But, when she does, she speaks well ; nor no reveller, 

Yet she can dance and has studied the court elements 
And sings, as some say, handsomely ; if a woman 
With the decency of her sex may be a scholar, 

1 can assure you, sir, she understands too.’ ” 


* Notably in the first^wo scenes of The Faithful Shepherdess, 

^ All the last four acts 4>f Tfw Faithful Shepherdess are, how 
ever, in rhyme, and a good deal of Love\^ Cure is in preSe. 

* Wild Goose Chase, 1. iii. 



JOHN FLSTCHER. 


1S5 


7n bis more serious dram^ aod passages he is more 
careful, but his verse always lacks depth and dignity of 
co^pce. 

all the minor Elizabethan dramatists Fl etc her whg 
t he most versatil^i^j^Jie laaost ingy iiously inventi ve, th e 
^^ ^^t dexterous an^ligM-hy deO. WitlT ^CiTlalent for| 
» light and ^aQcful lyricaT ver8e,^^s ingenuity and deft-j 
n^ss, his facility and Aitative cleverness, were con^binedj 
j’adical frivolity* and a moral obtuseness greater thauj 
that of any of his contemporaries. Tliis frivolity and| 
lack of moral seriousness is no defect in his work, but is, 
in fact, its essential quali^. In combination with his 
intell ec tual qualities it produecd^a genius for th^ i?,e4p- 
comic, for farcical comedy and equally farcical romanfce. 

for tragedy it maSe his comedy funnier 
than anything in Elizabethan drama outside Shakespeare. 
The moral uhscrupuToushess of such plays as The Custom 
of ihe Country, The Qneeri of Corinth, and A Wife for a 
Month is revolting; but the whimsical fun and pleasant 
irresponsibility of Monsieur Thomas or The Little French 
Lawyer is correlated with the very qualities that made his 
tragedy or tragi-comedy dull or disgusting. ITis 
is inseparable from his delightfully light touch, and it was 
his frivolity that gave to such a comic ronjance as The 
Pilgrim the charm of a funny fairy-tale. He constructed 
his plays cleverly if carelessly, showing ingenu ity and a 
strong sense of the ludicrous in the contrivance of situa- 
fSnr Ife wirepulled his puppets with great dexterity into 
a docent semblance of life. So sprightly are their motions, 
so vivacious their speech, that one might almost take ‘ 
them for men and women. Some of his character sketches, 
like that of La Writ in The Liitl^e Jfreneh Lawyer are, un-^ 
deniable? brilliantly slever. Though he never takes his 
puppets quite seriously he is an admirable showman. But 
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a radical insincerity marks all his work ; and it declares 
itself unmistakably as soon as he turns from the semi- 
farcical to romance or to tragedy. He is never dull except 
when he is labouring to be heroic or pathetic. He^was 
expert in all the tricks of his trade, and could simulate 
passion decently on occasion. But even £is best rhetorical 
passages ring hollow. The •only tragedies he wrote un- 
aided, Bonduca and ValeMiinian, serve to bring out his 
complete incapacity for tragedy. Thrcl^ughout those two 
dull plays he declaims and exaggerates, showing little^ or 
no sense of character. ‘ The result is lifeless where it is 
not absurd. 

That Fletcher was a good deal influenced by Shake- 
speare there is no doubt. In that respect ho resembled 
almost all his contemiforarics. But imitative as his talent 
^ was it was essentially inventive, while his native frivolity 
' gave him a real originality.,^' ITis come&y of mafmers, 

: satirical without seriousness, realistic and farcical at once, 
was a new thing on the English stage. Mo^isieur Thomas, 
The Humorous Lieidenant, and The Little French Lawyer 
are as unlike Every Man in his Humour as they are unlike 
Much Ado About Nothing. Equally new was the curious 
blend of romance and farce that Fletclier’s irresponsible 
cleverness originated. The Pilgrim and The Beggars' Bush 
bear a certain resemblance to As You Like It. They 
differ from it in being essentially frivolous and insincere. 
In The Pilgrim it is hard to say whether the shutting-up 
of Alphonso in tlie madhouse or the conversion of the 
outlaw Rodcrigo be the more farcical. When Fletcher 
ventured unaided upon pure romance he fell into such 
extravagance and absurdity as marks The Island Princess 

^ See the scene between V^lentinian and Lucina in Valentinian 
(Til. i.) ; and, as an instance of utter failure through exa^cration, 
tlie scene of Hengo’s death in Bonduca. 
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or The Mad Lover. Tliere is no writer more radicall}^ 
unromantic than Fletcher. 

All the best of the plays for which Fletcher was alone 
or ^s mainly responsible are farcical or semi-farcical 
comedies or romances, with the exception of The Faithful 
She})lLerdes8.^\ In*that idyllic and pastoral drama, and in 
that alone, his lyrical talent ns dominant. The result is 
a graceful play, full of pretty fancies; affected, but so- 
lightly touched that the affectation is inoffensive and 
even charming. Elsewhere his lyrical faculty is best ex- 
pressed in the graceful and charming songs with which 
the plays are bestrewn. 

When Fletcher wrote in collaboration with Beaumont 
or with Massinger he appears to have taken his tone from 
the morally stronger man. Beaunfont brought into the 
partnership a moral seriousness deeply stained with sen- 
timcutelity. Ac(3ordingly, in Philaster, The Maid's Tragedy, 
and A King and No King,, Fletcherian romance became 
sentimental and almost tragic. But, since Beaumont had 
but little sense of character and little care for the actual, 
it remained inconsequent and, while strongly sentimental, is 
morally feeble. On the other hand, sober, observant, serious 
Massinger gave to Fletcherian tragedy a gloom and power 
entirely absent from Valeulinian, and to Fletcherian com^y 
an increased solidity of structure and characterization.^ 

The fame of Francis Beaumont r(fsts upon five plays: 
Philaster (1609), The Maid's Tragedy (1610), A King and 
No King (16ll), TJm^ KnigM the Puniyng Pestle (pub- 
lished 1613), and The Scornful Lady (published 1616). 
These, pre-emiuentfy, are the plays of Beaumont and 

' One of the best of Fletcher’s purely farcical comedies is The 
Wild Goose Chase^ and some of his b(^t comedy is to be found in “ 
The Scon0‘ul Lady^ written >vith Deaumont, and in Th£ Spanish 
Curate, written with Massiugcr. 
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Fletcher, and in all of thorn, except in The Scorr^ hady^ 
Beaumont's work is predominant/ His tendency was to- 
wards themes 5f a sentimentally romantic or fjemi-ttibg:^ 
character. He wrote a fine, nobly lucid verse, remaifeably 
1^**f)?Sifi'^inanncrism and often beautifully cadenced. He 
has great rhetorical power and felicity of phrase, and touches 
of high imagination. Of all the Elizabethan dramatic 
\|poetB, putting aside Shakespeare and Jonson, he is perhaps 
ithe most consistently fine stylist. On ''the other hand his 
J characterization is weak, and hip conceptipn of plot cprre- 
Jspondingly crude and feeble. Arbaces, in A King and 
* King, i| a finely imagined character very crudely worked 
out, an^ Bessus, in the same play, is not intolerably inferior 
to^^Parolles. , But for the most part his figures are vague 
and conventional, while their conduct at critical moments is 
apt to be unintelligible or ludicrously absurd. His breadth 
and nobility of diction contrast indeed '^ery stron^ry with 
the extravagance or even positive silliness of his plots. 
In pure comedy, judging by the first two acts of The 
Scornful Lady, he might have done admirably ; while in 
Knight of the Burning Pestle * he showed a quality of 

’ The first two acts of The Scontful Lady, a play popular on the 
stage" after the Restoration, are chiefiy Beaumont’s, the last three 
chiefly Fletclier’s. Mr. Macaulay in Francis Beaumont: a Cidtical 
Study, expresses the oiniiion that Philaster and The Knight of the 
Burning Pestle are entireljf^ Beaumont’s work, though other au- 
thorities do not fully agree with him. Beaumont, it seems, cer- 
tainly wrote most of The Mav^s Tragedy and of A King and No 
King, 

* This play is astonishingly fresh and funny to-day, in spite 
of the antiquity of the fashions burlesqued. Its burlesque of 
* chivalrous* romance may or m%y not have been suggested by 
the English version of Don Quixote publisliedUn 1612. The pub- 
lisher of the first edition (1613) declared that the play, came first. 
Ih failed on the stage when first productsd, itossibly |>arily because 
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Jyimow and a power in burlesque which Fletcher cer^inlj 
l^d not possess. His premature death may have depnved. 

S '^'lDt things. ^ ^ 

^ typical play is Philaster, and it will be worth 
examine i t a little closely. T he silliness of the 
aEsurdlt^of some of the mtuation^ 

Dusly conceTveJ passag^^ on|iurlesque,^he 

some of the spe eches, the strength of much ^ 
ric, the ^dity and Tigour of the characterization 
il orTTeaumoiit’s wq^ and, in some degree, of * 
anTdfaiSa. ^rhe^tEeme is a fbinance.i. Prom the 
romantic to the ridiculous there , is less than a stride, and 
in this play the step is taken^again and again. ‘ Philaster 
is the son and rightful heir of the late King of Sicily, whp, 
before the play begins, was unrighteously deposed by the 
late King of Calabria . The successor to this usurper, now 
King of the 'Two*"" Sicilies, keeps the natural heir to the 
Sicilian throne at liberty about his Court, not daring to 
kill or imprison him for fear of the populace. The King 
has a daughter, Arcthusa, whom he intends to marry to 
Prince Ph^mond^f Spain^. giving him with her hand the 
reversion of both the crowns. But Philaster and Arethusa 
love each other, and so the drama begins. 

Act I. i. introduces us to the subject and to moet of 
the principal characters. is ^clear and^ 

rafiagm: the popularity of Philaster, 

J^g*s fear of him, popular tUsUke of t]^ .Spanish 
apjp^^ pl^nly. In Scene ii. Arethusa herself 
Jecl^es to Philaster her love fpV him. TTie scene is finely 
written, and is on the whole the best balanced in the 
there is grac e aud^uobiUfar in the .diction, and the 

of its ridicule of%^wood’8 Four PreniHes of Lo^^oru Tho . 
Woman Seder (published 1607), of wlficli the point b also bur- 
lesque, is perhaiis by Beaa&ont alone. ^ 
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situation is treated with a fine discretion and without 
extravagance. The celebrated passage, describing how 
^?G^st^1^^nd Bellario, ^ 

* Sitting by a fountain’s Bidtt» 

Of which he borrowed some to quench his thirst 
And paid the nymph again as much in tears/ 

is gracefully phrased, though thoroughly conventional. 
The lovers arrange that i ^llarip, now Philaster’s page- 
boy, shall henceforth wait on Arethusa, and act as a ^o - 
betwoen. 

TETs arrangement is the beginning of troubles. Bellario 
is an uncommonly ])retty boy, with a graceful melancholy 
and unmerited misfortunes. He displays an extremely 
grateful devotiou to his master, and, for love of Philabter, 
hia mistress makes much of him. Meanwhile Prince 
Pharamond lightens the tedium of ofT^cial cour^jliip by 
making disgraceful love to .Mogra, a lady of the Court. 
Their connexion is discovered at the end of the second 
act, and the marriage arrangement is at once broken. To 
save herself from the King’s vengeance, Megra then 
threatens to make public the knowledge she asserts she 
possesses of the shameful relation existing between Are- 

Every one is quickly convinced of the truth of her 
assertions. Certalh courtiers hasten to convey the slander 
to Philaster. They are aware that only his tenderness 
for the princess ])revents him from coining forward to 
give the signal for a revolution lhe\ all desire ; a revolu- 
tion that would at least secure his succession to the 
throne of Sicily. In order that no doubt may trouble 
Philaster as to Arethusa’s guilt, one of them, an apparently 
much respected persoh named Dion, assures the prince 
that he has personally obtained proof of it, though he dis- 
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creetl; refrains from giving any details* With a ijonohing 
unsnspiciousness, unusual among men in his peculiar posi. 
tion, Philaster at once believes this extremely improbable 
assertion. The scene (III. i.) is finely rhetorical. At itfe 
close Philaster remarks naively : 

' I had forgot to ask him* where he took them/ 

,, He had, in fact, asked no questions whatever. But, absurd 
as this is, Philaster is only a degree more gullible than 
Claudio, and no more credulous than Posthumu^ It seems 
to have been almost a recognized convention of the Eliza- 
I bethan stage that, if any one foully slanders the lady you 
love, you not only believe the lie, but at once proceed, afte^r 
little or no inquiry, to the most extrejie mcaj>aros.^ 
Philaster proceeds to interview Bellario. He still for- 
bears ajjcing any j^rtinent questions ; but he tries to entrap 
Bellario into a confession by declaring that it had been his 
hope and intention to make Arethusa the boy's mistress ; 
a declaration so patently and ludicrously false that it 
could hard^ have deceived tliat prince of gulls, Fabian 
Pitzdottrel himself. This failing he threatens to kill the 
boy. * Oh ! but thou dost not know what 'tis to die,’ he 
urges ; and the answer is fine ; • 

‘Yes, I’ do know, my lord: 

'Tis less than to be born ; a lasing sleep ; 

A quiet resting from all jealousy, 

A thing we all pursue ; I know, besides, 

It is buj^ giving over of a game 
That must he lost.* * 

* A very convenient constructive prinoiiJe for a dramatist who 
loves the violent, and cares nothing for character and plausibility. 

* The spe^al appropriatyiess of Bcllario’s reference to jealousy 
will appear in due course. 

•II. M • 
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The prince n^^liiitB Arethusa. , He gives her no chance 
of defending herself. He bewails huf fate, denounces her, 
ani^oes off declaring that, he. will " "" 

o 

* Dig a cave and preach to birds and beasts 
What woman is and help to save them from yon.' 


Apparently he is completely demented. .For. .he r par t 
Arethusa, naturally indjgnant, turns bn Beljario end dis- 
misses him from her service. He accepts his disnpssal 
meekly’ and "v«roeftdly;li;hd goes forth ‘to seek out some 
foi;gotten place to die.* 

We are ^fad ually rising tow ards a climax of absurdity ; 
and mlSlourm^ of ISSHr^Sj ^are 

attained. Fhilaster &nd B^ario have alike betaken them- 
selves a forest near the palace on their several quests, 
the one for a cave, the other for a place to die in, HShortly 
after their departure the Courhgoes a-hunting in the forest. 
During the hunting Arethusa is missed, and the King, who 
has previously shown signs of remorse, now shows signs 
that his mind is completely unhinged. He it furious at 
being told that kings are only to be obeyed when they 
command things ‘ possible and honest/ and threatens to 
cover ^fl Sicily with blood if his daughter is not found, 
possibility or impossibility. He asks fiercely whe ther it is 
not true that a king's breath can ‘ uncloud tEcTsiiiC^ 
down the swelling sea,* On being informed that nature 


has not so arrange^ things, his mood suddenly collapsos, 
and he falls to moralizing. The passage (lY. ii.) is a good 


example of the extravagance with which Elizabethan drama- 


tists frequently developed an idea. 


Philafl^r, wandeflng in the forest, finds Bellario and the 
strayed Arethusa together. His belief in theu^guilt^fis of 
course confirmed. In his despair and self -pity he asks 
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tbem to bill him, and tluB passage conceived 

and finely written : 

* * Dear Aretbcsa. do^fmt take this sword, 

• And search how temperate a heart I limve ; 

Then yon and this your boy may live and reign 
In lust without control. Wilt thou, Bellario ? 

I prithee kill me ; thou aft poor and mayst 
Nourish ambitious thoughts ; when I am dead 
Thy way werejreer. Am I raging now ? » 

If I were mad I should desire to live. 

# Sirs, feel my pulse, whether you have known 
A man in a more equal tune to die.* 

The despairing note, the pointed simplicity and admir- 
ably broken cadence of this are extremely fine and tnite, 
when the situation is granted.^ As tlfey refuse to kill him, 
the prince, having sent Bellarb) away, tells Arethusa that 
if she^will not bill him he must kill her: *we are two, 
earth cannot bear at once ’ :»and this also is well imagined. 
But then immediately^fjoillows a ludicrous incident. Phil- 
aster strikes Arethusa with his sword, and at the critical 
moment ai^ ‘ country fellow ’ intervenes and attacks him 
The prince is worsted and wounded. ‘I must shift for 
life, though I do loathe it,’ he exclaims. * I would find a 
course to lose it rather by my will than force.* And with 
this poor excuse he takes to ignominious flight, our moment- 
ary sympathy for him vanishing in laifghter as he goes. 

In auothef part of the forest Philaster finds Bellario 
fast asleep. It at once occurs to the distracted mind of 
the princt that if he wounds the boy his pursuers will 
imagine that it was Bellario who injured the princess. 
He now begun to doubt whether Arethusa may not be 
innocent after all, and he has the miserable nmmness to 
count upcii her betrayal of the bby, in that caro, for the 
sake ef her lover. strikes at once, and immediately 
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afterwards falls faint from bis own wound. * I have caught 
myself!’ he exclaims with admirable The awakened 

Bellario’s self-forgetful desire that £e shall escape, «con- 
vinces him that the boy is true after all; nevertheless 
he ‘ creeps into a bush ’ to hide. Then enter the courtiers. 
Arethusa, who has meanwhile been found, has refused to 
say who hurt her. Bellario "cakes the guilt of the assault 
on himself, and is about to be carried off as a prisoner. 
This is too much for Philaster — though he could have ex- 
pected nothing else. He creeps out of the bush and tells^the 
truth. The act ends with the handing over of the two crim- 
inals — they were certainly not both guilty — to Arethusa, 
that she may ‘ appoint their tortures and their deaths.* 
f'^he noble and eloquent diction of these passages is 
calculated to blind ilis to Il[ie essential absurdity of the 
situation. * It is not Phildster’s conduct that is absurd. 
His rapid and contradictory impulses, his revulsfons of 
feeling, even his meanness in wounding Bellario and creep- 
ing into the bush, may be understood, allowing for a little 
poetic licence, as part of the mood of a distracted man, and 
are cleverly imagined if not entirely convincing. But we 
cannot but remember upon how feeble a basis this distrac- 
tion rests; the original credulity and impulsiveness that 
gave rise to it are so preposterous. What, after all, is this 
distraction about? He knows nothing. Even more essenti- 
ally absurd seems 'the position of Bellario. What is he 
doing in this galley ? His very presence is an offence to 
common sense. His failure to defend himself, his self- 
forgetful and dog-like and apparently causeless devotion 
to Philaster ! — but evidently the authors hold in reserve an 
explanation of these mysteries. 

The princess availb herself of the opportunity to marry 
Philaster in his prison, and when he is brougbfe forth to 
execution she appears before the king as his wife. The 
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vengeful intents of the enraged monarcli are finally 
frustrated by a timely popular rising on behalf of the 
endsftigered prince. The King submits to the declared 
■will ef the people with exemplary promx)titude, and weeps 
to think how wielded he has been. He liberates Philaster 
and recognizes the marriage. But he is still troubled by 
that scandal concerning Arelhusa and Bellario. 'I will 
have her cleared or buried/ he declares, and orders the 
boy to be stripped And tortured. 

And now the long- reserved explanation of the conduct 
of Bellario is reached, and wi^ it the climax of absurdity. 
Bellario is not a boy but a girl, the daughter of Dion, he 
who slandered the princess, and whose lie now recoils, 
quite gently, on his own hea^ She confesses now that’ it 
was secret love for Philaster that cfiused her to seek his 
service disguised as a boy. AU the trouble hafi. 
because she chpSje to^ k^ her secret. By doing so she 
has endangered the life of the princess, the reason of the 
prince, and the throne\)f the King. But, as she explains, 
she had made a vow * by all the most religious things a 
maid could call together, never to be known.’ This is her 
only excuse. One might suppose that after this confession 
she would be whipped and put on bread and water for a 
month, or so ; but, says the King ; 

* Search out a match 

Within, our kingdom, where and when thou wilt, 

And I will pay thy dowry,' 

And, unabashed, she declines the offer ; 

‘ Never, sir, will I 

Marry : it is a thing within my vow.’ 

There are absurdities in the })jlot^of The M^ohatd of^ 
Venice bS g reat in their way as any here ; but none so 
none so undignified, For in PkUaeter it is 
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Bt FlETOHEB AliONB. 

The Fmfhjul Shepherdess, Printed 1610 or earlier; Second 
edition, 1629. An idyllic, pastoral play of great cliamit 
written, for the most part, in rhyme. 

MonsiihM' Thomas. Printed 1639, but probably an early play. 
A semi-farcical copiedy of manners. 

The Ohances. First printed in the 1647 folio. A popular 
comedy, based on a story of Cervantes, and adapted for the 
stage by George Villiers, Duke of Buckingham (1682), and by 
Garrick (1764). 

The Htmorous Lieutenant Acted 1619 : printed 1640. One of 
thb most diverting of Fletcher’s farcical comedies. It was 
several times revived in the eighteenth century. 

Wit without Money. Written after 1614; printed 1639. A 
satirical comedy of manners. 

Buie a Wife and Have a Wife. Acted 1624: printed 1640. 
A clever and amusing comedy witl/ some resemblance in 
subject to The Taming of the Shrew. 

The Woman's Pruje. Acted at Court as an old play in 1633 : 
1647, folio. A sequel to The Taming of the Shrew, in which the 
tables are turned. Perhaps very early. (1004. Thorndike.) 

The Wild Qoose Chase. Acted at Court 1621 : printed 1662. A 
farcical comedy. 

The Loyal Sulgect. Acted 1618 : 1647, folio. One of the best 
of Fletcher’s romantic dramas. 

The Mad Lover. Acted before March, 1619: 1647, folio. A 
highly absurd but characteristic romantic play. 

The Island Princess. Acted at Court 1621 : printed 1647. A 
romantic extravaganza. 

The Pilgrim. 'Acted at Court 1621 : 1647, folio. A semi-farcical 
romantic comedy. It was a favourite with Coleridge, and was 
frequently acted in a version by Vanbrugh in the eighteenth 
century. • 

A Wife for a Month, Acted 1624: 1647, folio. A feebly imagined 
and curiously ugly tragi-comedy. 

WorMnPhaeed. Folio,1647. A slight add feeble tragi-comedy. 

BonAuea . « Acted before March, 1619^ 1647, folio. Tragedy. 

7aIentii»icMk Aoted4)ef^reMarob, 1619: 1647, folio. Tragedy. 
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By Fletcuer and Beaumont, 

Fowr Plays in One. Perhaps the first work of the anthorB in 
collaboration and probably acted in 1008 : 1047, folio. ^Four 
. short pieces represent the ‘ Triumph’ of Honour, Love, Death, 
and Time, respectively, and are preceded by an induction. 
The con chiding ‘ Triumph * is a kind of allegorical morality. 

Philasfon or Love lyes a Bleeding. Printed 1020, but acted 
before IGll, and perhaps os early as 1606. 

A King and No King. Printed 1619, licensed 1611. Bomantio 
drama. 

The Maid's Tragedy. Printed 1619, but acted, probably, 1609-10. 
A tragic romance. 

Gvpid's Pevenge. Printed 1615, with Fletcher’s name only. 
Acted 1612, and perhaps as early as 1609. An absurd tragical 
romance founded on a storj^ in Sidney’s Arcadia (Bk. II.), 
and probably mainly Fletcher*s. 

The Captain. Acted a\ Court 1612-13. A tragi-comedy which 
appears to be mainly Fletcher s. This contains the lyrical 
duet : ‘ Tell me, dearest, what is love ? * ‘ ’Tis a lightning 
from above.’ Printed 1647, foiio. 

The Scoi'nfid Lady. Printed 1616. An adaptation of this 
coinedj' was produced on the stage in 1783. 

The Knight of the Bwming Pestle. Printed 1613: written 1611 
or earlier. A burlesque and satirical comedy. 

The Woman Baler. Printed as ‘lately acted’ in 1607* A bur- 
lesque comedy which is perhaps all Beaumont’s. 

By Fletcher and Massinger. 

Sir John van Olden ^arnaveli. Acted, with great success, on 
account of its topical character, in August, 1-619. An his- 
torical tragedy of contemporary politics. First printed in 
A! H. Bullen’s Collection of Old English Pla/ys (1884-6), vol. ii. 

Thierry and Theodoret. Printed anonymously 1621. Tragedy. 

The JDouhle Marriage. Acted 1619 (?) : 1647, folio. A tragi- 
comedy. 

The Queen of Corinth. Acted 1618 : 1647, folio. A very un- 
pleasant tragi-comedy. * It has the beautiful lyrio a ‘ Weep no 
more, nor sigh, nor groan.* ^ 
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■ The Laws of Candy, 1647, folio. A romantic drama which 
seems to he mainly Massinger’s. 

The S^a Voyage. Acted 1622 : 1647, folio. An extravagant, 
romantic drama, to some extent suggested by The Tempest., 
Our fext perhaps represents a play of Fletcher's revised by 
Massinger. • 

The Prophetras. Acted 1622 : 1647, folio. A romantic and 
spectacular drama. 

The False One. Acted 1620 : 1647, folio. A romantic drama, 
dealing with the events treated in Mr. Bernard Shaw’s Caea<w 
and Cleopatra. 

The Custom of the Country. Acted as an old play in 1628 ; per- 
haps really as early as 1619 : 1 647, folio. A clever and licen- 
tious romantic comedy which is perhaps entirely Fletcher’s. 

The Elder BrotlLer, A late comedy, printed as by Fletcher 
alone in 1637. 

The Spanish Curate, Acted 1622 : 16^, folio. A brilliant 
comedy, though unequally written and poorly constructed. 

The LUtHe French LSwyer. About 1620 : 1647, folio, A satirical 
and semi-farcical comedy, of^trhich versions were frequently 
put on the stage in the eighteenth century. 

By Fletcheb and Rowley. 

The Maid in the Mill. Acted at Court 1623 : 1647, folio. A 
coarse and feeble comedy. 

TJte Fair Maid of the Inn, Acted at Court 1626 : 1647, folio. A 
badly constructed romantic comedy, in which Massinger may 
have had a share. 

By Fletcher and Shirley. 

The Night WalJcer. Acted 1634 as a work of Fletcher, revised 
by Shirley. Printed 1640. 

By Fletcher and Middleton. 

The Nice Valour, This probably represents a comparatively 
early comedy by Fletcher, as revised by Middleton and 
printed in the 1647 folio. The songs, ^eluding the well-known 
one beginning * Hence, all you vain delights ’ (Act IIL iii.), are 
almoBt certainly Flettoheir’s, 
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By Fletchkb akd Shakespeabe. 

The Two Nolle Kinsmen, Acted 1618 (?): printed 1634, as by 
Fletcher and Shakespeare. It seems probable, though far 

• from certain, that Shakespeare wrote parts of this romantic 
drama. We know of no one else who could haTe* written 
the first scene of the play and the itivocation to Mars in 
Act Y. i. The theory that these and other passages were 
written by Massinger is extremely unlikely. It involves the 
supposition that, after far surpassing in this play anything 
he ev^r wrote elsewhere, Massinger alldfwed it to be published 
in Shakespeare’s name. As a whole, the play is a charac- 
teristic Fletcberian romance, the most distinctively Sliake- 
spearean pas^^ages fitting very badly into the siruoture. (See 
Chapter II., § 5.) 

Plays generally considered as of Doubtful or Very Mixed 
Authorship. 

Tlte Beggars* Bush, Acted at Court 1622 f printed lit?, and 
separately, 1661. The authprship of this charming little 
romantic comedy, which Coleridge called * sylvan and sun- 
shiny,’ declaring that he could read it all day, has been 
disputed. There seems no reason to doubt that it is sub- 
stantially Fletcher’s, though there are passages that strongly 
suggest Middleton. 

Lwe's Pilgrimage. Acted as a ‘renewed’ play 1686: printed 
1647. A romantic comedy. The reviser, whoever he was, in- 
serted in the first scene two passages from Jonson’s New Inn. 

The Lover's Progress. 1647, folio. A romantic drama, acted 
as a revised play in 1634. The reviser may have been Mas- 
singer. 

Tlie Ooxcomh. Acted at Court 1612-13, and perhaps produced 
as early as 1609 : printed 1647. A comantic comedy which 
perhaps belongs to Fletcher and Beaumont simply. Critics 
have vainly endeavoured to distinguish in it the work of 
Fletcher, Beaumont, Massinger, Middleton, Bowley, and 
Jonson. t 

The Honest Man's Fortune. Aeted^ 16)3 (?) : 1647, folio. It 
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"^appears to be generally agreed that the last act of this 
comedy is by Fletcher. Nothing is known as to the anthor- 
shio of the earlier portion df the play. 

The KnigM of Malta, ^ Acted 1618 : 1647, folio. The best of 
the 1;ragi*oomedie8 in which Fletcher was concerned. The 
authorship of the first and last acts is disputed. 

The Bloody Brother, A tragic drama, printed in 1689 as by 
B. J. F. (Ben Jonson and Fletcher), and in 1640 published 
as by Fletcher only. This unequal but striking play may 
actually be the work of Fletcher and Jonson. 

The ‘ Nolle Gentleman, Acted 1626 : 1647, folio. A satirical 
farce which is probably mainly Fletcher's. 

Wit at Several Weapons, Folio, 1647. A feeble farcical comedy 
of doubtful authorship. Perhaps very early. (1605. Thorn- 
dike.) 

Jjove's Gure, Folio, 1647, A coarse and extravagant comedy of 
very doubtful authorship. It is possiblb that Fletcher had no 
part in this. It is partly written in prose. 

The FdfHhful Friends, This romantic drama was entered on the 
Stationers* Registers in 1660^ as by Beaumont and Fletcher. 
Neither of them seems to have had any hand in it. It has 
been rashly ascribed to Daborne. 


§ 3. Delcker, Middleton^ and Heywood, 

Thomas Dekker was born and died no one knows 
exactly when or where. Hardly anything 
^/i known of his life, but he was certainly 
a literary hack of all work, and he seems 
to have pscillate? BelweexTl'Le tavern and JlKeTfleBSMiTr 
prison, and to hftve been weU acquainted. with ihe low 
lif ^ of London. He is stated, on the authority of Oldys, 
to^have been a prisoner in the King’s Bench from 1618 
to 1616. As hasty, as he was versatile in composition, ^ 
he was poes^sed of an enormous 
and of natural gail|ty«^wbich kept his wiii^gs fresh .to, 
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the last. He composed plays, pageants for tho Lord 
Mayor, prose pamphlets, and lyric and miscellaneous 
verse. His prose is mainly humorous or satirifial, or 
simply ' fShtastic, an3" 3eals, like his plays, picturesquely 
and with abundance of detail with thq LbfidOii life of his 
day.S He even wrote a book of prayers, in which modern 
ciitiCs find profound devotional expression.® His earliest 
literary work appears to date from 1597, in wliich year he 
was writing for Henslowe. His earliest extant play is 
The Shoemaker 8 Holiday (1599, printed 1600). His best 
plays are The Shoemaker's Holiday, Old Fortnnatiis (pub- 
lished 1600), The Honest Whore (of which the first part 
was published in 1604, and the second in 1630), and Match 
Me in London (1631) ; but some of his best dramatic worl^ 
appears in The Virgm Martyr (1622), which he wrote with 
Massinger, and in The Sun's Barling and The Witch of 
Edmonton, in which he collaborated with Ford and l^wley. 
Ho collaborated also with Drayton and Munday, Jonson 
{Robert the Second), Chettle,® Haughton and Day, Webster 

* His most important prose pamphlet is The GulVs Uwn Book 
(1609). 

® The Four Birds of Noah's Ar7.z (1616). 

* Henry Chettle (died 1607) edited Greene’s Groatsworth of Wit 
(1592), had an obscure quarrel with Nash, and published a volume, 
EnglancPs Mourning Garment, upon Elizabeth’s death. A hack 
of the theatres who* wrote chiefly in collaboration, his only 
extant separate play out of thirteen is The Tragedy of Hoffman 
(1602, published 1631). He took part in thirty-six other plays, of 
which only four were printed. William Haughton (flourished 1697- 
1602), another of Henslowe’s hacks, was the sole author of English- 
men for my money, and did a good deal of play-writing in collabora- 
tion down to 1602, after which he Ls no more heard of. In May, 
1599, he received fivef' shillings from Henslowe *in earnest of a 
book which he would call The Devil and his Dame,\ It was in 
conjunction with Chettle and Haughipn ^hat Dekker produced 
The Pleasant Comodie of Patient OrissUt printed in 1603, the 
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{Northward Eo^ Westward ITo, and Sir Thomas Wyatt)^ 
and Middleton {The Boaring OirT). In September, 1601, 
lie produced Satiro-mastix, or The Untrussing of the Eumor^ 
ous Poet,^ a burlesque play in ridicule of Ben Jonson and* 

humoured realist, with 
of the few Elizabethan 


an answer to The Poetaster. 
Ip^kk er is a humorous and good- 
a fantastic lyrical vein. He is 8ne 


sweet lullaby sonK in Afiiicb, ‘Golden slumber kisse your eyes,* 
was undoubtedly Dekker’s* For Day see p. 175. Still another of 
these Sacks Avas Wentworth Smith (flourished 1601-1623). 

‘ A very amusing account of this play is given in Disraeli’s 
Quarrels of Authors, ’J’he following is a list of Dekker’s plays 
from It. H. Shepherd’s Dramatic Works of Thomas Dekker, 4 
4 j)l 8 ., 1873. The order is approximately chronological in regard tc^ 
stage-production, but the dates given are il^seof 


ByJ[)ekkeii alone. 
Shomdkers Holiday . • 1600 
Old Fortunatus, . • • 1600 
*Saiiro-mastix . . • • 1602 
The Holiest Whore, 1. • 1604 

The Honest Whore, II. • 1630 
The Whore of Babylon . 1607 
If it he not Good, the 
Divel is in it , . . . 1612 

A Tragi-Comedy called 
Match Mee in London , 1631 
The Wonder of a King- 
dome, • 1636 


• For further details of Dck- 
ker’s counter to The Poetaster 
see It. A. Small’s Stage Quarrel 
between Ben Jonson and the 
Poetasters (1899) and Wynd- 
ham’s Poeifts of Shakespeare 
(1898), Introduction. \ « 


In Collaboration. 


Webster 


West - Ward/ Dekker ) 

' Hoe t Webster/ 

North - WardJ Dekker \ 
Hoe t Webster/ 

Famous His- C 
lory of Sir J Dekker 
Thomas 
Wyat 

The lioaring 
Girle^ or 
Moll Out- 
Purse 

TheVirgin ( Massinger \ 
Martir \ Dekker / 

The SunOS’ f 'i 

Darjing, J Ford I 
A Moral j Dekker j 
Masque I J 


Middle- 

ton 

Dekker 


✓ 

I 

:| 


1607 

1607 

1607 

1611 

1622 

1658 

1656 
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playwrightB who habituallj founded their plays on the 
a^lbiial life they saw around them. ) All his best plays hare 
some flaTour of real life' except Old swhich 

is a lyrical and humorous extravaganza on a theme re- 
sembling that of Marlowe’s Faustus. ^At his best he has 
a power of vivid characterization, and his best plays 
abound in realistic touched that to some minds are worth 
reams of admirable rhetoric. Holidaif 

is a comedy of jollity and high spirits ratVef ""lEan of 
humpjux,, buJUbhe jSgure. ~o£ 

detached. The songs in both these pieces are delightful, 
and few plays are richer in this respect than the * pleasant 
comedie of the Gentle Craft,’ with its 

* 0 the month of Maie, the merrie month of Male/ 

and 

* Trowle the boll, the jolly Nut-brewne boll. ^ 

The most ambitious of IX3kker’s productions and the 
most completely characteristic, exhibiting as it does all 
his strength and all his weakness, is The Honest Wltme, 
Of the two parts of this play the second is by far the 
stronger. Here Dekker is at his best in the portrait of 
Orlando Friscobaldo, humorous misanthropist and cynic 
by profession, soft-hearted and simple old gentleman in 
fact. The figure of Matheo, the rascally husband who will 
pawn his wife’s clothes for the gaming table, is hardly 
less good. On the other hand the character of the 
virtuous heroine is conventionally conceived and insin- 
cerely rendered, while the whole pj[ay is marred by the 
execrable ribaldry of the closing scene. Dekker uses 
prose largely; and his verse is easy, conversational, and 
irregular in structure, but occasionally has fine metrical 

^ The Honest Whore is no exception, m spite o^ its Italian 
names. ^ ’ 
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and rhythmical qualities, though it is rarely well-balanced. 
The songs interspersed in his plays are invariably good ; ^ 
lights touch, thoroughly lyrical in spirit and in move- 
ment, ^and with a marked individuality. It is probable 
that he was essentially an improviser, and at his best 
when writing most easily. When he especially wishes to 
be impressive he falls into undignified rhyme and becomes 
conventional, as in the argument between Bellafront and 
Hippolito in The Honest Whore (TV. i.). 

John Day is a writer whose works have only been made 
accessible by the spirited industry of a 
(1574-” MO ^ editor.* As a dramatist and lyrist 

he was decidedly superior to the Haughtons 
,^^d Dabomes, and had a very distinct individuality. Hardly 
anything is known of his life, but he was one of Henslowe’s 
hacks, and had a hand in twenty odd plays between 1»599 
and 1W2. All his published work, with the doubtful 
exception of The Parliament of Bees, dates from before 
1608. He wrote chiefly in collaboration with Haughton, 
Dekker, and Eowley. He had a pretty wit, great light- 
ness Of touch, a talent for light lyrical verse, trivial but 
dainty, and a frolicsome manner of some charm. His 
qualities are best displayed, perhaps, in his lie of Ghuls 
(1606), which shows the influence of Arcadia, of Lyly, and 
of Shakespeare. The Parliament of Bees is not a play, but 
a species of masque, very dainty and' thinly allegorical. 
Charles Lamb wrote of it that it is written 'in words 
which bees would talk with could they talk : the very air 
seems replete with humming and buzzing melodies while 
we read them.’ A captious critic might rather irrelevantly 
suggest that neither Lamb nor Day knew anything about 

if 

^ Those in The SuiCs Darling are cert^nly Dekker’s, and among 
his best. • 

* Mr. A. H. BullenT^ 


i 
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bees: but the praise, such as it is, seems deserved. A 
farcical comedy by Day, Humour out of Breath (1608), was 
produced in London in November, 1902. It is childishly 
farcical, but written with a light and graceful touclu 
Thomas Middleton, who described himself as a * gentle- 
man,* and was educated for the law, probably 
Middleton Gray*s Inn,‘ appears to have been one of 
(1570-1627). most popular dramatists of his time* 

His first play, The Old Law, written with 
Eowley and subsequently revised by Massinger, was «pro- 
duced in 1599, and in 1601-2 Middleton was writing for 
Henslowe. He produced comedies, tragedies, masques, 
pageants for "the Lord Mayor, prose tracts, and a satire 
ih verse. In 1620 he was appointed City Chronologer, up 
post which he held till his death. In 1624 the nine per- 
formances of his enormously successful political satire in 
dramatic form, A Game at Chesse, brought in o€l,5(/0, and 
got actors and author into trouble with the authorities. 
It is uncertain whether Middleton escaped actual im- 
prisonment ; but in any case the offence was not seriously 
dealt with. He was buried at Newington, 4th July, 1627. 
Middleton’s comedy probably owed its poi»ularity to its 


vigorously farcical character and its coarseness. In A Mad 
World my Masters, A Trich to catch the Old One (published 
1608), and J. Chaste Maid in Cheapside, he produced rough 
and ready comedy, full of animal spirits and coarse jest- 
ing, and lively with incident, but with little wit or humour. 
The play last mentioned, produced at the Swan on the 
Backside in or about 1612, is as diverting, in the same 


kind of way, as Field’s Woman is a Weathercock, but it 
is hardly suitable for parlour reading. The Widow, a 
romantic comedy written in conjunction with Fletcher, is 
distinguished by an unusually ludicrous plot.‘ A Fair 
Quarrel is the best of Middletofi’s /romances, and has 
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some real beauty, though disfigured by a gross and badly 
written underplot, for which Rowley is held responsible. 
Meiitorious also is The Spanish Oipsie (1622-3), a pic- 
ture^ue medley, part romantic and part burlesque, in- 
terspersed with rhyme and song of considerable spirit, 
though little sense. But none of these plays have any 
claim to rank as literature of* permanent value.^ Middle- 
ton’s real strength lay in dealing with tragic themes. 

The Changeling, written about 1623, the finest of Middle-^ 
ton’s plays, is in its strength and in its weakness a typical 
Elizabethan tragic drama. The idea is based upon a story 

^ The following is the approximately chronological list of 
Middleton’s plays as given in flie standard Wbrks of Thomas 
Middleton (ed. A. H. Bullen), 8 vols., 1885 6 : ^ 

By Middleton alone. 

Blurt Master Constable . 1602 

The P^enix . . « . . 1607 
Michaelmas Terms . . 1607 
The Mayor ofQuinhorough 166f 
A Tricks to Catch the Old 

One 1608 

The Familie of Love . . 1608 
Your Five Gallants . . [1608] 

A Mad World, my Masters 1608 

No / \ ® 

\ Help ) mans . 1657 

A ChaM Mayd in Cheapt- 

side 1630 

Anything for a Quiet Life 1662 
A Tragi-Coomodie, called 
The Witch. . • 1778 

Women Betoare Women , . 1657 
More Dissemblers besides 

Women 1657 

A Game at Chesse . . . 1625 

The order^is roirghly that of composJlion (often veiy doubtful) *f 
the dates those of pif^ication. 

IL * N 


Iw Collaboration. 
f Massinger 

The Old Law -j Middleton 1 1656 
t Rowley J 
The Boaring c Middle- ) 
Girle, or Moll i ton 161 1 

Cut-Purse [ Dekker J 
A Fairs ( Middleton 1 j 
Quarrell \ Rowley / 


1617 


J 


Jonson 


The Widdowi Fletcher >1652 
I Middleton J 
The Change- f Middleton 1 
ling • \ Rowley j 

The Spanish j Middleton \ 
Gipsie \ Rowley / 

The World Tost 

J I, _ 
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in Reynolds’s (Jod’s Revenge against Murther (1621), but 
Middleton has altered the story in an essential respect. An 
impulsive, passionate, and ignorant girl, Beatrice, is piaced 
between a suitor (Alonzo) favoured by her father and one 
( Alsemero) favoured by herself. She cannot refuse the man 
her father favours, but by murdering him she may possibly 
bring about her marriage with Alsemero. In her distress 
she turns to a third lover, one De Flores, whom she 
detests. At her incitement De Flores murders Alonzo, to 
free her as she supposes, but in fact to make it impossible 
for her to refuse him anything. She finds, or imagines 
herself, in the power of this man. Nevertheless she 
marries Alseuiero and escapes the immediate discovery of 
her fall. In the fifth act comes the inevitable revelation. 

Beatrice regards Bo Flores with contempt and aversion, 
lie is fiercely in love with her, but she feels herself too far 
removed from his passion to fear it. She thinks hisu a fit 
instrument to do dirty work for her or any one. His 
readiness to murder Alonzo rouses in her no suspicion of 
his motive. She has no suspicion of what will follow : her 
anticipation is very different : 

• 1 shall rid myself 

Of two inveterate loathings at one time.* 

When (Act III. iv.), after the murder, he explains to her her 
position and his will, ho has much ado to make her under- 
stand. She offers him money, and he has to put it 
brutally. When he only hints his will she declares that 
she cannot forgive his words ‘ with any modesty.’ ‘ Why, 
*tis impossible thou canst be so wicked!’ she exclaims 
when she at last understands — so wicked as to have done 
murder for love rather than for money. This scene is one 
W the finest things in Elizabethan drama. The malignant 
joy of De Flores, his ravenous exvJts^ion, are splendidly 



THOMAS MIDDLETON. 


179 


true. The phrases cut and stab. Yerj fine too is the 
contrast between Beatrice's desperate denials and in- 
genious, hopeless explanations at the end, and the defiant, 
triumphant confession of the man, who knows that Alse- 
mero can be deceived no longer. Yet, fine as all this is, 
there is a serious flaw. The situation is finely conceived 
and rendered ; but it is imperfectly constructed. There is 
no sufficient reason for Beatrice’s yielding to De Flores. 
It is obvious that she could probably have safely defied 
him. He could not have proved his tale, and, in any case, 
defiance was her best chance. It is a good instance of the 
careless construction which mars some of the finest Eliza- 
bethan dramatic conceptions." The play, a« a whole, is 
also seriously disfigured by a ridiculous comic underplot-^ 
\)y the ubiquitously offensive Williaim Rowley.^ 

Women beware Women, the other play upon which 
Middleton’s fame must rest, is admirably written from the 
first scene to the last, exceptifor the insertion of some low 
comedy as gross and foolish as Elizabethan low comedy 
almost invariably is. The style has the same force, 
lucidity, and restraint as that of The Changeling, It is 
full of terse phrase of extreme vigour. The plot is far 
more cleverly managed than that of The Changeling, and 
strongly dramatic situations occur throughout the play. 
Unfortunately the plot is so extravagant and incredible, 
apart from its offeiisiveness, that the fday cannot be re- 

' William Rowley (1585?- 1642?) was an actor who wrote a few 
plays single-handed, and did a good deal of work in collaboration. 
A ‘doggerel bard,’ but a^droll, Rowley, says Mr. Bullen, ‘roared 
like a bull of Baalian, when he ought to have been dignified. But 
he had a genuine gift of humour.’ He is to be distinguished from 
Samuel Rowley, author of a boisterous play^called When you see 
me you know me (pub. 1605), dealing wit^ Henry VlII. os a modern 
Haroun al RRiischid* ai^ introducing the jesters, Will Summers and 
Batch, and the famous iAus#cian, Christopher Tye. 
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garded as the work of a great artist. The situations/ 
strong as they are, arc invariably marred by their mon- 
strous and incredible character. No strength of plj^rasing 
•can redeem them from essential absurdity. When this 
powerful play was produced is not known: it was not 
published till 1657.’ * 

Thomas Hey wood, a Ldncoln shire man, was educated 
at Peterhouse, Cambridge, commenced 
writing for the stage in 1596, and died 
in 1650. The year of his birth is not 
known. He was an exceedingly industrious and pVolific 
writer,* and in 1633 confessed to having had *at least a main 
finger ’ in 280 dramas ; nor does he seem to have written 
J.n collaboration as much as most of his contemporaries. 
Of these 220 dramq^s only twenty-four are extant. ^ 
Though Charles Lamb, judging him by extracts, called 
him a ‘i>rose Shakespeare,' Hey wood cannot be ij-^ckoned 
in any sense as a great dramatist. His dramas are various 
in kind, but as a whole are distinguished by simplicity 
and directness, by a strong tendency to a commonplace 
and undistinguished realism, by moral seriousness, by 
crudity of conception, and by a very marked deficiency in 
humour as well as in all the higher poetic qualities. His 
historical dramas (Edward IV, and If you know not me, 

^ One of Middleton’s poorest plays, The Witch, appears to in- 
volve a vulgarization of tlie witches of Macbeth, The first lines of 
two songs in Middleton’s play actually occur in Macbeth, The 
date of The Witch is not known. Middleton liad no gift for the 
supernatural. 

^ He was also a biographical Avriter. « In 1624 he published in 
folio Nine Bookes of Various History conceminge Women, and he 
was engaged on a biographical dictionary of poets, which was never 
published, and is noi/ lost. He wrote a prose Apologie for Actors 
in 1612, defending the theatre from the attacks, of Gq^on and his 
Puritan successors. He himself was attacl^J to the Lord Admiral's 
Company as an actor (1508). ^ / 
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you know nohody, 1605) are crude dramatizations of the 
chronides, bald, prosaic, and without unity. His ideal 
romances, such as A Ghallenye for Beauty, are weak and 
extra'^gant. Love*B Mistress (1686) is a curious allegorical 
masque, founded on the Cupid and Psyche story of Apuleius, 
and is perhaps the most poetig of Heywood’s productions. 
The Ba^e of Lucrece (1608) is an astonishing compound 
of sentimentalism, moralizing, and buffoonery, an^ has 
some rollicking songs. The Four Prentices of London 
(published 1615, but written much earlier) is an extra- 
vaganza of extraordinary absurdity.^ In certain semi- 
farcical comedies as The Wise.Woman of H^sdon (1638), 
Heywood displayed a positively childish quality of humour. 

^ Heywood is at his best only in what may be called 
domestic romance : the romance, that is, of the real life he 
knew, as distinguished from the ideal romance which, at 
all events on the Elizabethan stage, had as a rule little 
relation to any life at all. Like Dekker he is a romantic 
realist, but he has not Dekker’s imagination or Dekker’s 
humour, and the lack of the latter quality is particularly 
conspicuous in his work. In The English Traveller (pub- 
lished 1633), The Fair Maid of the West (1617, published 
1631), Fortune by Land and Sea (published 1655, but 
written much earlier in collaboration with W, Rowley), and 
with Kindnesss ikat iSgin.aU the JbQSt. of 
his plays, he dealt, prosaically and sentim.ejitaUyt.^th.ihe 
romance of English middle-class life. In these plays there 
is a truthTand simplicity of diction, a directness, a flesh- 
and-blood quality, and at times a pathos which, in spite of 
a thousand crudities and of wretchedly bad construction, 
makes them vital and sympathetic. ^ 

The best of them all, by universaj consent, is A Woman , 

^ It was satirized^n The Knight of the Burning PeeUe, 
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ailed with Kindness^ produced in 1603, and printed in 
1607. The plot of this play, if we leave aside an inhar- 
monious and uninteresting underplot, is extremely sftnple. 
Mr. Prankford, a country gentleman of good f<5rtune, 
married to a ‘perfect bride,* takes into his household a 
broken gentleman named After the lapse of an 

uncertain time Wendoll takes advantage of the absolute 
trust of his benefactor to make love to his wife ; and the 
wife, without any of the usual preliminaries, accepts him 
as a lover. Nicholas, an old servant, a faithful dog,* who 
has always suspected the stranger, informs his master of 
his dishononf. Prankford obtains proof of his wife’s 
guilt, and sends her to live alone, at ease, but cut off from 
her children, in a house at a few miles’ distance. There slny 

K' 

repents and pines and dies, and is wedded again to her 
husband ‘ with a kiss ’ upon her deathbed in a ^perfect 
reconciliation. 

The uncommon merit of this play lies in the -quiet beauty 
of the idea of this ending, and in the truth and pathos of 
the character of Prankford. It is clumsily and carelessly 
constructed, and the essential figure of the wife is a mere 
faint and vacillating out! in o. She sina and repents and 
dies alike without justification. Commendation of the 
jilay has been carried to somewhat absurd lengths ; but it 
has, in spite of gross deficiencies, a quality of tenderness 
and truth, and even a 4 ^al beauty. 

Webster and Tourneur. 

John Webster has left hardly any record of his personal 
life. The son, it i s supposed, of a Lon don tailor, 
0580 , writing for Henslowe in 1602, and 

he wrote The Devil* s Case about 1618 ; 

and assiduous research has discovered nothing more of the 
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least importance concerning him. | In h is earl^ 
dramatist he wrote in collaboration wfBli'l)rayt6n, Middle- 
ton, •Munday, Chettfe, Dekker, Heywood, and the other 
writers exploited by Henslowe. Later on it would appear 
that he gave up (;pllaboration, and he seems to have pro- 
duced, in all, comparatively little. He has left us four 
plays entirely his own : The White Devil, produced 1607-8, 
and printed in 1612 ; The Duchess of Malfi, acted in 1616, 
and printed in 1623 ; The DeviVs Law Case, printed ii\ 
16^3 ; and Afpius and Virginia, which was not printed till 
1654. To these may be added two comedies. Northward 
Ho and Westward Ho, and a chronicle play, The Famous 
History of Sir Thomas Wyat'dM three written in collabora 
tion with Dekker.' • 

Of these plays, Northward Ho slnd Westward Ho are 
coarse and dull productions, and the Sir Thomas Wyat is 
a confused jumble of two plays without merit or any special 
interest. The DeviVs Law Case has a curious and possibly 
rather painful interest for admirers of Webster: it is ugly 
and absurd, and, though there arc fine things in it, it reveals 
the author at his worst. Appius and Virginia was written 
perhaps in emulation or imitcation of Shakespeare, It 
shows little of Webster’s characteristic imaginative power: 
it is as cold as Sejanus, and lacks Jonson’s dignity. 

^Webster’s title to fame rests entirely upon the two tragedies. 
The WMte Devil and^he Duchess of 

f^ln the^lole of E lizabethan drama tEere are no other 


^ A Curt for a Cuckold, published in 1661, was attributed by the 
publisher, Kirkman, to Webster and Rowley. There may be some 
of Webster’s work in it, but it is a very poor play. Webster also 
made additions to Marston’s Malcontent.^ Most of the plays in 
which he collaborated are lost. li|^ 1624 was licensed A lat^ 
Murder ^ the ^on^^ipon the Mother, by Webster and Ford. The 
loss of this is uufortui^at^ 
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plays outside Shalcsspeare which show such , snd ^ 
^iuteuse imaginatire power as these two. Their ^pj-urkj, 
^atmosphere, their sinister suggestiTeness, the gloom 
of their imc^ginative cynicism, put them in a place apart 
They are tragedies of unrestrained poi^sion, working to 
utter wreck. Ins ensate pride, insensate lust and cruelty , 
destroy good and evil alike* in a common ruin, and the 
curtain falls upon the massacre. There is no moral, or if 
one stands in the text, it is perfunctoiy and irrelevant.' 

Webster shows little or none of that imagination wl^ich 
can realize the beauty or the terror or the mystery of the 
common. He must have extremities of wrong and violence, 
monstrous refenge and murder, cruelty and madness. 
Ahd his iuiagination plays constantly with images of death ^ 
and horror, in a manLer that sosnetimcs suggests disease. 
He loves th^ atmosphere of the charnel-house, and that is 
a fault : but he realizes it, and that is *an achievAaent. 
We know no other play than these in which tjie atmosphere 
of horror and corruption generated by unrestrained passion 
is so realized, save Shelley’s Cenci. 

The peculiar genius of Webster probably reached its 
most intense expression in the fourth act of The Duchess 
of MaJfi. The imprisoned Duchess, whose crime is to have 
loved beneath her, has been visited by her brother’s ferocious 
irony and given, in the darkness of her lodging, a dead 
man’s hand bearing ’'the ring she bad given to her lover; 
she has been shown, as she imagines, the corpses of her 
lover and her children ; she has been mocked by the cries 
of madness, and she awaits death T^th longing. Then 
enters Bosola, the Duke’s tool, commissioned to see her 
murdered, and there ensues a strange and fascinating 
dialogue in the highest degree characteristic : 

c 

' See the closing lines of The Dftd^us of MoJtfh 



JOHN WKBSTER. 


185 


' Bos. I am come to make thy tomb* 

Duch. Hal my tomb ! 

Thou i^eak’st as if I lay upon my death bed, 

Gaspii^ for breath : dost thou perceive me sick f 

Bos. Yes, and the more dangerously since thy sickness is 
insensible. 

Duch. Thou art not mad, sure 9 dost know me? 

Bos, Yes. 

Duch. Who am I ? 

Bos. Thou art a box of worm seed, at best but a salvatory of 
greeik mummy. What *8 this flesh ? a little curded milk, Liu- 
tastical puff-paste.^ Our bodies are weaker than those paper- 
prisons boys use to keep flies in ; more contemptible, since ours 
is to preserve earth-worms. Didst thou ever sOb a lark in a 
cage ? Such is the soul in the body : this world is like her little 
tbrf of grass and the heaven o*er our h^s, like her looking- 
glass, only gives us a miserable knowledge of the small compass 
of our ^ison. ^ 

Duch. Am not I thy duchess ? 

Bos. Thou art some great wSman sure, for riot begins to sit 
on thy forehead (clad in grey hairs) twenty years sooner than 
on R merry milk -maid's. Thou sleepest worse than if a mouse 
should be forced to take up her lodging in a oat’s ear : a little 
infant that breeds its teeth, should it lie with thee, would cry 
out, as if thou wert the more unquiet bedfellow. 

Duch. I am Duchess of Malfi still. 

Bos. That makes thy sleep so broken. 

Glories, like glow-worms, afar off shine bright 
But, looked to near, have neither heat nor light. 

Duch. Thou art very plain. 

Bos. My trade is to flatter the dead, not the living; 

I am a tomb*maker.* 

With such fantastic and sinister irony Bosola condoles 
with the woman he is about to kill. T^en come the mur- 
derers ; sjod Dul^ Ferdinand, standing^ by the corpse, pos- 

^ Victo^ Hugo's *argile id^le.' 
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sessed already by that horror of his own action which 
drives him to madness^ utters the famous line : 

* Cover her face : mine eyes dazzle : she died younf^l 

and turns savagely on the instrument o*f his revenge. 

Yet even this really wonderful act of The Duchess of 
Malji is to some extent marred by certain faults to which 
Webster was extremely prone: a straiiiing after the horrible, 
which leads him to the grotesque, and a love of sententious 
aphorism which results in the solemn enunciation of com- 
monplaces in passages of extreme tragic horror. The talk 
of the madrui^n in this act is perilously noar the lino which 
i^eparates the sublime from the ridiculous ; but the line 
is overstepped by tl?e waxen figures of Antonio and th^ 
children. And in the passage just quoted the couplet, 

‘ Glories, like glow-worms,' is a false n«ote weakening the 
copceiitration of the dialogue^* 

" Webster has little sense of character. When he elabor- 
ates,* as in Bosola, he becomes unint eligible : ordinarily he 
is cont^ftt to express mood and passion. Most of his per- 
sonages have, properly speaking, no cliaracter : there is 

^ Another instance occurs in ibis same act: in Ferdinand’s 
feeble remark, * Intern pei ate agues make physicians cruel’ (Sc. i.). 
But the worst case pf all occurs in the last scene of The White 
Devil. Tlie dying Vittoria speaks the fine lines : 

* My soul, like to a ship in a black storm, 

Is driven I know not whither.* 

It would have added a beauty to the scene had these been her last 
words. But her last words are ; 

‘ O hai>py they that never saw the court, 

Nor ever knew great men but by r6i)ort 

a remark almost as irrelevant as it is tfivyxl. The diction of Malji 
owes much to Sidney’s Arcadia (see Notes and Queries, 1904). • 



JOHN WEBSTER. 


187 


notliing static about them. They are creatures of the 
moment, and we can hardly imagine them at all apart 
from the situations in which they are presented. ^ 

That Webster was a disciple, and even a'*" conscious 
imitator, of Shakespeare is perfectly clear. The madness 
of Cornelia in The White Devil, fine and in some ways 
original as it is, is greatly and obviously indebted, both 
in design and in detail, to the madness of Ophelia. The 
verse of Webster is structurally, though not in dignity or 
assonance, the later verse of Shakespeare, and shows the 
same tendency to run into prose. But the resemblance to 
Shakespeare is superficial, and at least partially voluntary. 
,The utter lack of any kindly light of humoifr in Webster, 
the love of horror for its own sake, the lack of charactef- 
sense, the narrow and cruel intensitytof the minor drama- 
tist mark him as g, mind of wholly different type. 

BotS Webster’s great tragedies show a want of con- 
structive sldll unusual even among Elizabethan play- 
wrights, The White Devil in particular being absolutely 
chaotic. It may be noted also that they present a rather 
curious parallelism in construction. Each play has a 
duke and a cardinal, whose parts respectively correspond ; 
Bosola, an elaborated and confused Flamineo, stands in 
the same relation to the plot of the Duchess as Flamineo 
to the plot of The White Devil, and eac^ play has a woman 
as central figure. And different as the two women are, 
they are the only personages in the plays for whom there 
is any attempt to create sympathy. The number of sub- 
jects that Webster’s aberrant genius could effectively 
treat in drama was probably extremely limited.' 

' The plot of The Duchess of Malfi was suggested by an incident 
of NcapoliJ^n his^iory, narrated by Baridello (Novel 19), translated, 
by Belleforest, an^ thence introduced into Painter’s Palace of 
Pleasure, Lope do Ye^^a Ivrote a play on the same incident. The 
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Of the life of Cyril Tourneur,' a literary relative of 
Webster, but far more closely related to 
U575 Marston, very little indeed is known. Becent 

research has, however, somewhat inohi'eased 
our knowledge. He was bom about^ 1575, his earliest 
verse was published in 1600, and in 1613 he seems to have 
undertaken to write for Henslowe a portion of a play 
never published. In that same year he obtained employ- 
ment in the King’s service in the Netherlands, where he 
seems to have spent many later years, and to have earned 
a pension from the Government of the United Provinces. 
In 1625 he accompanied the ill-starred expedition to Cadiz 
as * secretary to the lord marshall,’ dying in Ireland on his 
return in February, 1626. 

Tourneur was the*' author of some excessively affected 
and insincere poems, was a deliberate imitator of and 
borrower from Shakespeare, and was yet a dramaticSvriter 
of the most intense individuality. The most important of 
his poems. The Transformed Metamorphosis (published 
1600), is an allegorical satire which reads like a parody 
of the most foolish affectations of Hall and Marston.* 
Written in a silly jargon of hideous Latin and Greek 
compounds, and crammed with mythological allusions, 
and with terms borrowed from the most obscure of con- 
temporary science8---alchemy, astrology, and theology — it 
might be supposed to have been composed on the principle 
that to be intelligible is to be found out. Somewhat less 
foolish than this absurd verbiage are the elegies on Prince 
Henry and Sir Francis Yere ; bat it remains astonishing 

plot of The White "Demi is also founded on an historical incident, 
of which no contempoiary account is known except in Italian. 

' Or Tumour or Turner. • See Dtcf. NaU Biog. ^ 

® Mr. Churton Collins {Piays and Poems tj Tourneur, 2 vols., 
1878) points out a resemblance to Middleton’s Microeynieon, * Six 
Snarling Sattres ’ of 1590. 
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that the author of The Revenger's Tragedy should have 
written such cold and meretricious verses. 

Of^is two extant^ plays. The Revenger's Tragedy was 
printed in 1607, The Atheist's Tragedy in 1611. There is 
not, however, the least doubt that the latter is the earlier 
production. It is a crude, boyish piece of work, imitative, 
badly constructed, with an al^^urd plot and worthless char- 
acterization, but written in easy and supple verse, whicn 
occasionally becomes ^ich and graceful. It is remarkable 
chiefly as the production of an obviously youthful disciple 
of Shakespeare, whose diction is imitated throughout, 
and from whom expressions, passages, and situations are 
borrowed or paraphrased.* .. ^ 

Tourneur’s title to literary distinction rests in fact upon 
The Revenger's Tragedy, This play extraordinary alike 
in its qualities and in its defects. Elizabethan lack of 
humoT^r, Elizabethan love of violence, Elizabethan careless- 
ness of probability or plausibility of detail, are nowhere 
better illustrated. Yet in spite of its manifest faults it is 
a wnrk of genius, though of probably morbid and certainly 
eccentric genius. The scene is laid in a ducal palace, in an 
atmosphere foul with lust and jealousy, lurid with treachery 
and hate. Murder and rape arc commonplaces in this un- 
earthly court. In the midst of it is set the figure of Yen- 
dice, the Itevenger. The play is a tragedy of hatred : the 
hate of the duke’s sons for each other, and for their father, 
and of Yendice for them all. Hating and hateful they 

^ He wrote at least one more play. The Nobleman, This was 
never printed, and a manuscript copy was destroyed by the im- 
mortal servant of Warbhrton. It was described in the Stationers’ 
books as a tragi-comedy. The plays burned or ‘put under pye 
bottoms’ by Betsy Baker, servant to John \Varburton, the herald, 
about 1748, were mainly by Massinger (see GenilemarCs Magazine^ 
1815, ii. 21C ; H.'i^^leridge’s * introdtfetion ’ to Massinger; and* 
Lan^owne MS. 807» Brit. Mas.). * 

* See Act ITT. iv. aDd\Ait lY. iii. 



190 


THE AGE OF SHAKESPEARE. 


destroy each other. But Vendice is no mere avenger of a 
private wrong. For him the ducal family epitomizes hu- 
manity. His readiness to attempt the corruption ^pf his 
mother and sister seems intended to indicate the ejjJent of 
his mental deformity.’ He is, moreover, an artist in hatred. 
He is not content witli murdering the duke cruelly, and 
triumphing in his agony. His justice must be poetic: he 
must poison the duke with the skull of the sister T^hom the 
duke’s lust had murdered. His half insane figure dominates 
the play with a savage and trencihant force peculiar to 
Tourneur, peculiar, indeed, to this single drama.* The rest 
of the characters are mere indications or futilities. Most 
of them servevonly to thicken the foul atmosphere. The two 
v:omen, just as in The Atheist's Tragedy, are nullities. Tour- 
neur, it seems, knew » nothing worth knowing about women. 

The writing throughout the play constantly reminds us 
of Shakespeare’s lat()r diction. The vtrse is very^ strong 
and very supple. The diction is extraordinarily direct and 
forcible, and free from all needless ornament ; the expres- 
sion is concentrated, and sometimes to the point of obscuiity. 
Though entirely lacking the higher imaginative beauty, 
the verse has at times a fierce, trenchant strength which 
admirably fits the theme. 

To compare Tourneur’s tragedy with the great Shake- 
spearean tragedy would be mere waste, and he suffers 
severely even by cfomparison with Webster. There is in 
Tourneur nothing of that grace with which Webster can 
invest his gloom, nothing of that mystery which Webster 
gave to his crime and horror. The strength of The Reven- 
ger's Tragedy lies in its savage intensity, its lurid cynicism, 

^ Otherwise tliLs whole episode is as unintelligible and irrelevant 
as the repentance of ihe mother is certainly absurd. 

* Vendice, the avenger, hi ay have been suggested by Hamlet, but 
there is no likeness between the' two except in situation. 
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and Its blurred pictnresqueness. But it is too harsh and 
inhuman for either pity or terror. At least in its terror 
there is no mystery, and therefore none of the highest 
beauty. 

§ 5.» Marston, Chapman, 

John Marston, satirist and dramatist, was educated at 
• Brasenose College, Oxford; published his 
(^576-^163^4)” vejscs in 1598 ; and apparently did all 

his dramatic work between 1599 and 1607, 
about which year he seems to have abandoned literature. 
He took orders, and in 1616 was presented to the living of 
Christchurch in Hampshire. Such recorded^ incidents of 
his life as have any significance are concerned with his^ 
(][\]arrels with Ben Jonson. He appears to have libelled 
Jbnson on the sta.ge,' and figures as Crispinus in The 
Poetaster (1601). -*Nevertheless he dedicated The Malcon- 
tent to Jonson (1604), and wjpte complimentary verses for 
his Sejanus, ’^hich was printed in 1605. Later on Jonson 
spobo bitterly of him, and told Drummond that on one 
occasion he ‘ beat him and took his pistol from him.’ 

Marston’ s dramatic work is of small value. Such value 
as it has lies chiefly in a certain fierce and bitter trencliancy 
of expression which reminds us of Tourneur. He is often 
acute and sometimes witty, and his vigour is unbounded. 
He has no power of characterization, nonsense of beauty in 
human life, and is therefore powerless to create sympathy. 
In tragedy he was very ambitious and equally unsuccessful. 
His History of Antonio and Mellida (two parts, 1602) is a 
large canvas wretchedly arranged and painted in the coarsest 
and ugliest colours, a few powerful lines standing out in a 

^ Whether Marston is the autlior of MisiriAnastix, a play acted 
in or heforw i599, <in which Jonson seAus to be caricatured as 
CrysoganuB, is uncertain. 
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mass of rant. His Sophonisha (1606) is revolting alilre in 
subject and treatment, and very badly written. Equally 
revolting, but containing graceful passages quite unlike 
. the wilting of Marston, is The InscUiate Countess (1613). 
A couple of lines, far finer than any others to be found 
in all the verse attributed to Marston, occur in this play : 

* Night, like a masque,*' is entered heaien’s great hall 
With thousand torches ushering the way.' ' 

These lines are, however, also foun4 in the Mirrha (1607) 
of William Barksted, who was probably the author of all 
the sweeter parts of The Insatiaie Countess? Marston 
shows far better in comedy than in his attempts to write 
poetic tragedies. His trenchant wit and acuteness, and a 
•certain power of pithy phrasing, give a real value to his 
comedies. The bettt are The Malcontent (1604) and The 
Dutch Courtezan (1605). The former is perhaps his most 
typical play, and it is almost an abuse** of language to call 
so grim aild cynical a piece a comedy. The latter is the 
liveliest and most amusing of his plays, but is by no means 
free from that harshness and dryness which is Mariiton’s 
constant characteristic. Eastward Ho (1605) was the joint 
production of Marston, Chapman, and Jonson, though the 
part of the last named in it seems to have been very smalL 
Passages in this play reflecting on the Scots gave oflence in 
the highest quarters, and the authors were sent for a time 
to prison. The tbne of this play is far more genial than 
that of any other work of Marston’s, but it doubtless did 
not derive this quality from him.^ 

^ William Barksted was an actor, and the author of two poems 
entitled Mirrha, the Mother of Adonis (1607), in which a halting 
compliment is paid to Shakespeare, and Hiren (1611), which have 
been edited by Dr. Grosart. It is possible that Marston left his 
Insatiate Countess unBnirhed, and that Barksted completed it. 

» Marston's other comedies cure Tlie FawnJ^lGOQ) and What yov 
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George Chapman was bom before the production of 
Oorhodu^, and died so late that he may 
have read MilWa ‘epitaph* on Shake- 
• ‘ speare. There are indications that he* 

studied both at Oxfprd and Cambridge, but he took a de- 
gree at neither. Certainly he was the most learned of all 
the Elizabethan dramatists save Tonson. He is supposed to 
have travelled on the Continent, and in Alphonsus, Emperor 
of Germany (published 1654), he displays a knowledge of 
Gern^any and German manners ; but tliere is some reason 
for thinking that this early play was really by George 
Peele. He began writing for the stage about 1596, and 
his first extant play, an execrable comedy callild The Blind 
Beggar of Alexandria, was published in 1598, having been* 
acted two years earlier. The works ojl which his fame as 
a dramatist rests, Jio we ver, date considerably later. All 
FooU ’^^a written "in 1599. and published in 1605, Bussy 
d'Amhois in 1607, Conspiracy and The Tragedy of Byron 
in 1608, and The Itevenge of Bnssy d'Ambois in 1613. His 
latcA plays. The Ball, a Comedy, and Philip Chahot, Ad- 
mired of France (both published in 1639), were written in 
collaboration with Shirley. 

As a dramatist ^ Chapman displayed great qualities, but 
not dramatic qualities. It would hardly bo too much to say 
that for drama he had no talent whatever. He has not the 
most elementary notion of characterization : his characters 

will (1607), while he was also perhaps the author of Histriomastix 
(see p. 191 rk.)sjidJack Drum's Entertainment (1600 ?, printed 1616) ; 
sarcastic allusions to Ben J onsonpo^Wm. U is earliest literary work 
was a licentious poem in the metre of Venus and Adonis called 
The Metamorphosis of Pigmalion's Image (1598). This, by order 
of the Archbishop of Canterbury, was deserv^pdly burned. Mar- 
ston*s Works were edited in 3 vols. by Mr. Bullen in 18S7. 

^ As tranHator poet Chapman is dealt with in Book 1., ‘ 
pp. 81-82. But all his best poetry iJi in liis dramas. 

II. \ ’ O 
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are mere mouthpieces of his own. His plots, almost with- 
out exception, are constructed with extraordinary clumsi- 
ness and lack of dramatic sense. His useof the supernatural 
is grotesquely absurd. He is tediously long- winded; his 
puppets do not talk; they make speeches. The call for 
rapidity of movement never reaches his mind : the need of 
fitting his rhetoric to the nSood of the moment never occurs 
to him. At the crisis in The Tragedy of Byron (IV. i.), King 
Henry, having at last reluctantly made up his mind to order 
the arrest of the Duke, whom he loves and admires, is 
made to soliloquize thus, aside, but in the Duke’s presence : 

* It is resolved ; a work shall now be done 
Which, wnile learned Atlas shall with stars be crowned. 
While th’ ocean walks in storms Jhis wavy rounds 
While moons at Jail repair their broken rings, 

While lincifer foreshows Aurora’s sprii^s 

And Arates sticks above the earth nnixoved, ^ 

Shall make my realm be bjest and me beloved.* 

Of the only one of his plays which can be said to be 
well constructed, the comedy of All Fools, the plot is adcfpted 
from the Heautontimorumenos of Terence. This is by far 
the best of Chapman’s comedies. It is not witty, but its 
incident is amusing and its general plan good. Chapman 
had a very small wit and was almost innocent of humour. 
Most of his comedies are as poorly written as they are 
badly constructed!* They are deliberately cynical in tone 
and full, as Russell Lowell excellently put it, of a ‘ stiff and 
wilful coarseness.' 

Chapman’s best work is all in tjie tragedies which he 
founded on incidents of contemporary French life. Of 

‘ Monsuur d'Oliv^ (1606) opens ivell and goes completely to 
pieces. The Widow* s Tears (1612) is characteristic. His other 
plays were An Humeroits Dayes Myrth (IS^P), Genttsman Usher 
(1606), and May-day (1611). 
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these, the Bussy d'Amhois and The Revenge of Busey 
d'Amboie are quite separate and only distantly connected 
plays^ while The Conspiracy and The Tragedy of Byron 
form a continuous play in ten acts. The last is a strictly 
historical drama and in it Chapman closely followed Pierre 
Matthieu.^ Throughout the series he showed a remark- 
able superiority iQ the populaifview in mailers of history, 
treating^yinpathetically the Duke of Guise and Henri III. 
of France, and eulogizing Philip II. of Spain in a passage 
in The Tragedy of Byrhn, 

In his dedication to the Revenge Chapman spoke of 
* material instruction, elegant and sententious excitation 
to virtue and deflection from Her contrary, Ipeing the soul, 
limbs and limits of an authentical tragedy/ From thlh 
f)oirit of view his tragedies must be judged to be tolerably 
authentical/ Dr^don, however, found in them ‘a dwarfish 
thought, dressed «p in giganlic words,’ and ‘the sense of 
one hue ])rodigious]y expanded into ten.’ An illustration 
of what Dry den meant by this last phrase has been given 
in the passage already quoted. It is not that Chapman 
fails to express his thought (dearly and concisely ; on the 
contrary, his phrasing is more consistently concentrated, 
and even epigrammatic, than that of any other Elizabethan 
dramatist. But he develoiis his thought with such full- 
ness andVith so much needless illustration as to give an 
intolerable impression of verbosity. ‘Dwarfish thought’ 

' Passages in it were objected to by tbe I*'rciich ambassador, 
and were in consequence suppressed. This probably explains why 
in the Tragedy the whole of the second act is wanting. The Due 
de Biron was executed in 1G02. Another loosely constructed his- 
torical tragedy, by no means on the same level with The Con- 
spiracy t is Caesar and Foinpey, printed in I 63 I. 

“ Though the nature of the excitatioii^caused by the overbearing 
amours of Itussy ai^d the torture of his paramour on the stage is 
dubious. 

\ 
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is exaggerated ; but it is true that Chapman labours the 
entirelj commonplace and is habitually unduly emphatic. 

But, when all has been said, it must be admitted that 
there are in these strange dramas of Chapman many pass- 
ages of wonderful power and almost unique poetic quality. 
In such passages ‘ the proud, full sail of his great verse ’ 
has an amplitude and a 8w\;ep hardly eqimlled elsewhere ; 
there are phrases of the highest imaginative^ quality, 
beautiful and exquisitely j ust images, And a reach of thought 
beyond the capacity of almost any other Elizabethan dra- 
matist. Such phrases as ‘Man iS a torch borne in the 
wind ’ (Bussy, I. i.) account for much of the enthusiastic 
admiration with which Chapman has been and is regarded. 

Qr take this passage from the speech of Byron about to die : 

( 

* And 60 farewdh for ever. Never more 
Shall any hope of my revival see me.r 

Snob is the endless exile of dead meif : * 

Snmnier succeeds the spring, autumn the summery 
The frosts of winter the fall’n leaves of autumn : 

All these and all fruits in them yearly fade ^ 

And every year return : but cursed man 
Shall never more renew his vanished face.* 

Or this, which is still finer and more characteristic: 

* Give me a spirit that on this life's rough sea , 

Loves to have his sails filled with a lusty wind. 

Even till his sail-yards tremble, his masts oraok, 

And his rapt ship run on her side so low 

That she drinks water and her keel ploughs slur. 

Tiiere is no danger to a man that knows 
What life and death is ; there *6 dot any law 
Exceeds his knowledge ; neither is it lawful 
That he shoul^ stoop to any other law.* 

Just because Chapmali is so undramati^and so essentially 
an imaginative moralizer on life, he reads best in extracts. 

» ' f ^ 
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And amid much yerbositj, OTer^emphasis, and emphatic 
commonplace he is so frequently and so magnificently in- 
Bpire<i^ that we cannot help regarding him as one of the 
greatest poets of the Elizabethan drama. 


^ § 6. Ben Jonson. 

I Of alh the Elizabethan dramatists Ben Jonson alone, 
n J besides ^Shakespeare, seriously aroused the 

(1573-1637)" li»terest and admiration of the eighteenth cen- 
tury.* And in spite of the glorification of 
his contemporaries by the nineteenth century, popular 
tradition still rightly place^iim next to Shakjgspeare among 
the dramatists of his ag e, j . 

• According to Jons<5n nimself hi| grandfather was a 
'gentleman* who came from Annandale to Carlisle, and 
held aigme position about the Court of Henry VIII, The 
poet’s father got into trouble^ presumably on account of his 
religion, in the reign of Mary, lost his estate, became a 
‘ m^ister,’ and died a month before the birth * in the city of 
Westminster ’ of his great son, leaving his widow in some- 
thing like destitution. The widow married, about 1575, a 
master- bricklayer, who resided near Charing Cross. Ben, 
still according to his own account, was * poorly brought up.’ 
He was,moweyer, schooled at Westminster at the expense 
of the great scholar William Camden, then second master 
there.^ Lfiter he seems to have worked at bricklaying, but 
not for lo^. While still a boy he escaped to the Nether- 


^ The first critical edition of his works was Whalley’s, 7 vols. ^ 
1756 ; this was followed by William Gifford’s, 1816, dedicated to 
Canning, and revised by Cunningham, 1875. The Clarendon 
Press is committing a new edition to the carc^of Dr. Herford. 

* It is jiyt possible that but for Camden we should not have | 
had Vblpone. Jonson dedicated to Camden his first great play, 
£very Man in Aif Sumaur^ 
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lands to join the English troops there against the Spani- 
ards/ But ho was probably still under twenty when he 
returned to London (1602 ?). Whether he now had again 
*t() carry the hod is uncertain, but in any case he married 
a woman whom he describes as ‘ a shrew yet honest,* and 
must have been very poor. All this is intelligible enough : 
what remains unexplained is how he^as ablp, in the 
circumstances, to lay the foundations of the extensive and 
thorough classical learning that he^ possessed later. 

He seems to have become connected with the stage ‘both 
as actor and playwright as earl}' as 1595. In 1597 he was 
working for HensloAve, and in 1598-9, with Bckter and 
Clieitle, produced a tragedy, liuherl the Second,^ In 1598 
he killed one Gabriel Spencer, a fellow-actor, in a duel, and 
pleaded guilty to a ^^large of felony. By benefit of clergy 
he escaped with a short term of imprisonment, and while 
in prison he accepted the Roman Catliolic faith ‘on trust,’ 
as he told llruinmond, from •a priest who was probably a 
fellow- prisoner.* Though neither Jonson himself nor his 
friends regarded this now obscure affair as at all discredit- 
able, it seems to have produced a teinjjorary breach with 
Henslowe; for Jon son’s first great ]>]ay, Every Man in his 
Humour, was brought out in November 1598, not by 
llenslowc but by the Lord Chamberlain’s compai|y at the 
Curtain, which was Sliakespearc’s.* 

* He boasted afterwards that on one occasion he challenged, 
fought, and killed one of the enemy in single fight between the 
two armies. 

* It is possible that other early tragedies of his are lost. Meres, 

in 1598, mentions him as one of ‘ the best for tragedy * ; but this 
may easily be a mistake. There seems little doubt that Every 
Man in his UumourfWSA immediately followed by The Case is 
Altered. See p. 208. « 

' ^ Twelve years later he left the Roman Catholics anf conformed 

to the Anglican Church. ' ^ 

* Probably, though the point is controv^i’ted. The Globe was npt 
finished before 1599. A tradition, recorded by Rowe, asserts that 
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With this play Jon son’s reputation as a playwright of 
the first order was established. From 1599 to 1602 he is 
again writing for Henslowe, chiefly in collaboration, but 
he included none of this hact-work in the edition of his • 
works published in J. 616. In these same years, however, 
lie produced Every Man out of his Humour, Cynthia's 
Revels, and 2' he Fx'^tasicr. Thdfee arc the years of his only 
too famous quarrels with Marston and Dekker, both of 
whom he caricat ured in the two last mentioned comedies.^ 
Jonsqn’s success and h^s arrogance, and his critical and 
contemptuous attitude towards other men’s work, of course 
made him enemies ; and he seems to have been very 
sensitive to the ‘ignorant’ opinion which onfall occasions 
he was so emphatic in announcing that he despised. Th^ 
Poetaster was written in a hurry, to forestall the attack 
which Dekker ai^i Marston were preparing in Satiro- 
mastix,* It is noteworthy, .however, that Jonson does not 
confine himself to caricaturoi and abuse of his enemies : 
alike in the 'Revels and The Poetaster he passes beyond 
theiA to satirize the drama of the time generally, and 
makes them a pretext for the assertion of some of his own 
views as to what drama should and should not be. 

In 1603 was produced Jonson’s earliest extant tragedy, 
Sejanus, and with the accession of James I. he entered 
upon his\)eriod of gloiy. He was employed in that year 
to write an Entertainment for the lying’s reception at 
Alihorp on his journey to London. In 1605, the year of 
Volpone, he produced the first of his series of Court 
masques, and, but for^ a short episode,® he remained high 

Jonson’s ofler of his coiuedy to the ‘Lord Chamberlain’s servants* 
would have been refused had not Shakes 2 )eare read and recom- 
mended it. * 

Morstoa appeara as Hedon in Cynthia* s Revels, and as Cris> ^ 
pinus in The Poetaster ; Dekker ia Demetrius in The PoeUuter, 
and is, perhaps, Anaides imthe Revels, 

** In 1605, Chapman a^ Marston having been sent prison foi 
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in favour at Court to the end of tlie reign. In 1616 lie 
received, under letters patent, a grant of tlie title Poet 
Laureate and a pension of a hundred marks.^ t 
• In 1628 he succeeded Middleton as Chronologe^t to the 
City. He became familiar with a numjber of highly placed 
people : with the Earl of Pembroke, the Countess of Eut- 
land, with Donne’s friendf the CountesiT of Bedford, and 
with Lord D’Aubigny. It was rumoured that^the King 
intended to confer on him a knighthood. All his very best 
work was done in the years between the accession of JTames 
and the appearance of Bartholomew Fair in 1614. In 1616 
he published a folio edition of his works. 

In 1618 he set out on his famous walking tour to Scot- 
land, remaining absent from London nearly a year, 
and spending some* weeks as the guest of Drummond of 
Hawthornden. Drummond’s record of Jiis conversation is 
of real value and interest. Itnthrows k vivid light on the 
rough, proiud, self-assertive,* dogmatic, and frankly con- 
temptuous. great man. That Dimmmond’s impression 
should have been unfavourable, that his feminine* fas- 
tidiousness should have been offended, is not at all to be 
wondered at, and is not in^the least to Jonson’s discredit. 
If we read between his lines ^he impression we shall get 
will be by no means unpleasant: ‘A great lover and 
praiser of himself; a contemner and scomor of others’ 
Jonson certainly i^as,® 

remarks about the Scots in Eastward Ho^ Jonson, as a co-author, 
characteristically insisted on sliaring their fate. ' The report was 
they should have had their ears cut and npses. ’ Probably there was 
never an^' chance of tliat happening, and they were soon released. 

^ This giant was renewed in 1630, when the pension was in- 
creased to £100, am’ ‘one terse of Canary Spanish wine yearly.* 
The salary was the same^^s that of the King’s physician. 

‘ Drummond’s remark about Jonson’s ‘jealousy’ ^aa a rather 
stupid misapprehension, and his saving that drink was ‘one of 

’ '7 
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Jonson’s last great play, The Staple of News, appeared 
in Feb. 1625 - 6 , and with the accession of Charles I. his favour 
at C<9urt and in the city began to decline. The new King 
appeal’s not to have rated him very highly, and latterly 
his favour at Coivt was undermined through his quarrel 
with Inigo Jones. Ills latest plays show signs of declin- 
ing powers.' 'jpet his reputation remained grhat to the 
end. fn his last years he was the acknowledged chief 
• 

the elements in which hc^iveth * sounds malicious. To Drummond 
JotAou’s virility was, no doubt, coarse; and Jonson did not care 
fur Drummond’s verses. 

* The New Inn (1629), The Magnetic Lady (1632), and A Tale of 
a Tub (1633). Yet that beautiful fragment, Sad Shepherd, 
first published in 1641, certainly shows no falling off, and might 
•belong, as it ijossibly does belong, to the period of his best 
’masques. The following table shows the*plays at a glance, with 
the dat6s*of puhlicmtion : 


By Jonson alonk. 


Evei'y Man in his Humor 

1601* 

The Case is Altered . . 

1609 

EiHry Man out of his 


Humor ..... 

1600 

Cynthia's Bevels • • • 

1603 

The Poetaster .... 

1602 

Sejanus his Fall . . . 

1605 

Volpone the Fox . . 

1607 

Epicoene or the Silent 


Woman .... 1609 (?) 

The Alchemist* .... 

1012 

Catiline his Conspiracy . 

1611 

Bartholomew Fayre . . 

1631 

The Divell is an Asse . * . 

1631 

The Staple of Newes . . 

1631 

The New Inn .... 

1631 

The MagnUick Lady « . 

1641 

A TaU ofA Tvib . . . 

1641 

The SadSh^herd • • . 

1641 , 

MortimcT his Fall • • • « 

1641 1 


In Collahoration. 


Jonson 

Chapman 


Eastward Ho \ 


vMarston J 

{ Jonson 
Fletcher 1 1662 
Middleton J 
The Bloody j Fletcher 1 
Brother I Jonson (?) J 

No 4.0NGER Extant. 

jS TTn-f Antnamt ^ JOUSOn 


A Hot Anger soon 
CooVd 


Page of Plymouth 


lohert IL 1 
of Scots* 
gtdy 


Richard Crookhadt, 


Porter 
i Chettle 

{ Jonson 
Dekker 
/Jonson, Dek- 
M ker, Chettle 
I *snd other 
V. jentellmen* 
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of English letters, and reigned at tbe Devil Taveni 
over a court of disciples and admirers, among whom were 
Herrick and Kandolph and Falkland. He died on August 
6th, 1637, and was buried in Westminster Abbey.'* The 
folio edition of his works, begun in 16J.6, was completed 
bjpijstalments, 1631-41. 

* fAt the age of twenty- five tfonson came -before the public 
wWf Every Man in hia Humour^ not merely as an inno- 
vator, but as a censor of other men’s work, and a teacher 
;by precept as well as example of whfat drama ought to,be. 
^0 sooner is his period of apprenticeship over than he 
kssuxtb^the air of a dictator, a laureate, a censor of the 
‘etagiyf^n thewpr^^ to this his first serious work, he 
haughtily prays his audience to 

• ^ Be pleased to see 

One such to-day, as other plays shoiild be.’** 

1 # 

This attitude he maintains to the end with swaggering 
arrogance Jind absolute assurance, ‘ as one who knows the 
strength of his own Muse.’ ® In the induction to Evfry 
Man out of Ms Humour (lf599) he tells his audience that 
if the play fail there can only be one explanation ; ‘ Art hath 
an enemy called Ignorance.’ ‘ By , . . ’tis good, and if 
you like ’t you may ! ’ ends the ejulogue to Cynthia^ s 
Bevels, Nothing could exceed the studied insolence of 
the address to the ‘ reader in ordinary,* which he prefixed 
to Catiline ; and again in the prologue to T}ie Staple of 
News, and again in that to The New Inn, he tells his 
auditors that it is their fault if they do not like his play. * 

^ A crowd of poets and poetasters hurried to decorate his tomb 
with their verses. Among them were Ford, Waller, Lord Falk- 
land, Cartwright, and Cleveland. Their productions were pub^ 
lished in 1638 under the title Jonsonus Virbius. 
f * This prologue was not, Cow'ever, printed till 1616. ^ 

* Prelude to The Fosia&ter^ 
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^ Happily he did not confine himself in his prologues 
arLft^prefaces to praising his own work and expressing his 
contempt of his audiences. To some extent, at least, he 
give» reasons for the faith that was in him. That lo 
Jonson’s mind ilic con tern porar}^ drama was for the most 
part worthless there can be no doubt. He could not but 
admire^Shakespeare ; he admired Beaumont and Fletcher 
with much reservation ; and Chapman, steeped in classicism, 
was a dramatist sonfewhat after his own heart. For the* 
rest he probably had," as he certainly had for the ‘ rogues ' 
or ' base fellows,' Dekker, Day, Marston, and Middleton, a 
hearty contempt. The wort; of these dramatists seemed 
to him a mass of absurdities, lacking foftn, consistency, 

, unity or actuality, full of rodomontade, without restraint, 

. without moral import, pretentious afid empty. Ite would 
have no* fine writing for the sake of it, no heroics out of 
place! uo buffoonery, no ’playing to the gallery in order to 
excite the ‘foamy praise that drops from common jaws.* ' 
His own theory of the drama was in violent antagonism 
to the practice of his contemporaries. It was generated 
by his strong common sense, by his sense of form, by his 
love of the actual, by his rather captious contempt for the 
excesses and absurdities of such writers as Marston, and 
by his jj^everence for classical models. He himself would, 
of cours^^Iave'i^^^ that it was generated by reason. 

The attempt to represent on the stage more than could 
with plausibility be presented seemed to him an outrage 
on common sense. The flight over land and sea, the 
shifting of the scent from Sicily to Bohemia, the lapse of 
years between acts seemed to him as preposterous as the 
attempt to represent the wars of T or^ and Lancaster with 
'three rusty swords.’ Converse^ the observance of the 


^ Prologue to QynUM9 BeoelM, 
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unities seemed reasonable. He boasts of it in bis own 
practice : 

„ * The laws of time, place, persona he observethi 

From no needful rule he swerveth/ ' 

* • 

B ut he w as his common ^ensg^^^g; 3 jg^j^i;j^ 

stron g.^ In Hie liaSuciwnW^TIoei^ out ofhia Humour 

he deprecates an unintelligent subservience to antiquity, 
l^ough, the action of moat of hia playa#ppLasej^witlun twenty* 
four hours and he avoids all jiolenfc changes of scenq^ he 
makiBs no attempt to adhere strictly to unity of place,, per- 
ceiving that such adherence causes greater absurdities^than . 
it avoids. But. what he does aim at, and what in all his 
gi^atest plays, in Every Man in his Humour, in Volpone, 
The Alchemist, The Silent Woman, and Bartholomew Fair,^ 
he achieves, is not the formal lenities, bu^ essential unity, 
unity of effect, jneturesque, moral , jmd jpbyc^^^ An 

admirable instance of his arti.tj^^self-restrajiit is afforded 
by the fact that he struSlc out the itf prai of 

true poetry in Every Man in his Humour, because its lyrihal 
quality conflicted with the tone of the play as a whole. 

I Jonson conceived comedy as a picture of manners, and it 
: must be remembered that in 1 598 there existed hardly an 
adumbration of the comedy of manners in English. Earlier 
' attempts at comedy had for the most part been exliremely 
crude and element aryT) Clownish foolery, verbal wit such 
as Lyly*s — a sort orelaboration of the principle of the pun 
— and the kind of fun that depends on mistaken identity, 
as in The Comedy of Errors, had formed the staple of 
comedy so far. Shakespeare, indeed, had in Lovers Labour *s 
Lost approached the comedy of popular affectations, but 
he had dealt with tlA3 subject fantastically. In Henry IV, 
)^e had introduced comelily of which the realism und the 

' Prologue to Voipsnj 
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humour alike were beyond anything that Jonson could do ; 
but he had introduced it only episodically. Evevy Jtfan in 
was a new thing in English drama. 

CjBut to say that Jonsra c^onceiVed of comedy as a picture 
of manners, and that he aimed at the presentation of social 
types, is to say little. Judging not by his expressed theory 
so much as by h^ practice, are bound to say that he 
conceive of comedy as essentially satiric and didactic. To 
hiTTi is ridicule of folly an d eveiT form 

of pretension, affectation, a n d cant, a nd the exhibition of 
eOfi!il^"ludeousneBS of lust^ avarice^ and dishonesty. 
Vltxerly inloleraniror^ery kind of folly and cant, his 
comedy is the whip with which he scourged^what he hated 
and despised. Herein is at once strength and weakness. 
He has no . sympathy for his scoundrels and fools. He 
exhibits ^their fellies and their vices pitilessly, minutely, 
asjpei^ j^ter^aspeaW and ,bid^^ laugh 

scorn and loathe. Indeed^ it is almost too serious for 
laughter. We can laugh somewhat at Bobadill and Kitely, 
because in Every Man in hie Humour there is a certain 
geniality of manner.^ ( But this disappears in the later 
comedy: the scourguig is too terrihe, the exposure too 
brutal for laughter. Who can laugh at Corvino ? Even 
the roaring humours of Bartholomew Fair are grim in the 
memory! Throughout his comedies Jonson stands apart, 
an unsympathetic showtnan, an Aspcr,<^ contemptuous anCl 
wrathful. His ridicule trembles always on the verge of 


' Morose, too, in The Silent Woman is, of course, laughable; 
hut Morose is the most purely farcical of all Jonson’s figures. 

“ The ‘ presenter ’ of Every Man out of his Humour. In Cyn- 
thia's Bevels Jonson is Crites ; in The Poetaster he is Horace. It 
is to be observed that he hates folly, cant> and affectation more 
than downright scoundrelism. If in ^is greatest plays he shows 
any symi^thy it is with the transcendent and, intellectualized^ 
wickedness of Volpone and the triumphant dexterity of Face. 
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denimciation. We cannot laugh heartily at what we 
despise, and Jonson himself is not amused, or only grimly. 
Volume is tra gedy rather than C9|nedy. and Barthcjomm 
JStraTKrce that Juvenal might have written. ^ 

\ Nor can we laugh very heartily at types and pcrsonifica- 
tioSs. There is another reason besides the unsympathetic 
mode of their presentation ^'hy Jonson's .figures rouse in us 
none of that sympathy which is the soul of "pleasant 
laughter. They are not quite humaiii. It is not true to 
say that they arc merely ‘humours,* merely personij^ca- 
tions of a vice, an affectation, a species of folly, a master- 
passion. Jonson cleverly differentiates those of his figures 
which resembh' each other most closely in type. Bobadill 
differs from Tucca, and Mosca from Face. But it would 
hardly be exaggerati<»n to say that Jonson takes a master-, 
passion, a ‘humour,* and constructs a i%an by tni eking it 
out with an elaborate and complex outfit? of realistic \letail, 
phrase, manner, habit, and B*urroundings. The result is 
something that will pass very well for a human figure if 
not looked at too closely. But if looked at closely, h is 
seen to be psychologically defective. The thing is far 
too simple; it is all of a piece; it has only one or two 
motives; in other words, it is not human. It was not in 
Jonson to body forth such figures as step out of the pages 
of Shakespeare, and live with us as familiar acquaint- 
ance. 

, But, after all, we have no right to demand laughter of 
Jonson,.’’ still less a creative power given to Shakespeare 
alone among dramatists, It must ,be remembered that 
Jonson the satirist, the censor, did not require for his 
purposes the creation of complete human beings. Where 
the main end is satire of social types, complete human 
< figures, demanding symf>athy and untypical in ibme pro- 
portion to their individuality, are out of place. And by 
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comparison with those of any other Elizabethan dramatist 
than Shakespeare, how rich and Tivid are bis portraits I 
The illusion is all but peiiect : the reality of externals is 
as complete as the development of the central idea « 
masterly. How brilliantly are his figures diversified, illus- , 
trated, and set ofP against each other ; with what a wealth 
of notions and imagery, with what masculine wit and^ 
energy idoes he exhibit them ! Jonson is by far the most 
intellectual of •Elizabethan dramatists save Shakespeare. ^ 
Every scene of his ^reat comedies has a concentrated, 
foi^e, a drastic wit, an irony, a sublime common sense, a , 
grip of detail, a vivid intensity, hardly to be paralleled. 
The conception and the construction of, Yolpone^ The 
Alchemist^ and Bartholomew Fair are alike triumphs ,of 
imagination and grasp. In exactness of observation 
‘Jonson matches Shakespeare, and in constructive power 
he sJ^Ss first ?^.aIL At^h-is highest points, in Yolpone 
and in Sir Epicure irnggination has created 

tr^scendent and unique, figures, in which the cpuaic and 

f A few points concerning his most important comedies 
mOT be noted. 

i^jvery Man in Me Humour in 1598), extrar 
or(iLnmly maTure forJ;lie.age >at which it, was written, and 

' There seemB little tnitli in the assertion tliat Jon«<on’B plays 
are cramped or made Avearisome hy his recondite learning. If he 
Boraetimes goes out of his way to display it, on the Avhole (except, 
perhaps, in the Homan plays) he carries it lightly and uses it ' 
With judgement. He rarely strikes one as pedantic. The list 
of alchemical terms in Act II. i. of The Alchemist could hardly 
he shortened without loss, nor could Suhtlc’s speech in the same 
scene, beginning ‘It is, of the one part.’ Perhaps the two 
together are rather too much. But on the whole Milton’s ‘ learned 
sock ’ is ^pt much more dian the ' warble ’ aud the« 

‘ wood-notes ’ of the following linos. 
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licli in thought, humour, and observation, is jet youthful, 
fts comparative geniality has been mentioned. The atti« 
tude of Jenson here is rather that of Justice Clement^than 
of Asper; and of all his creations ^oba^l i^,,pe;chapfl.tha 
most Shakespearean, Its construction, though far superior 
to that of almost all Elizabethan plays, is defective. 
is made of the younger^nqweirs^ a^ectation, and the 
dis^ises of Brainworm are extremely thin. This is the 
moit I^autiaTiTbf' all' comedies. 
worm, and Bobadill all have their pr(^totypes^ i.n.I«atin 4 JniA 
Jonson has so completely angliciz^ that the jpngip- 
ality of his production is not affect ed. 

Tohson’s seepnd play in all probSoiiity was The Case is 
AJM^ed, of 1 598-9. This comedy deals semi-romantically 
with another Plautiap motive : a young lord’s love for a' 
supposed beggar’s daughter (in reality of good lineage) 
and the recovery in a supposed si^bstitut&for a prisoiyar of 
war of a long lost son. But.. the intrigue is somewhat 
slender, interwoven as it is with a good deal of buffoonery, 
audience-baiting and literary satire, in which Antonio 
Balladino (A, Munday) is introduced ironically as ‘in 
print for the best plotter ’ — a- gibe at a critical indiscretion 
of Francis Meres in his Palladds Tamia. 

The three comedies that folio vred, Every Man out of his 
Humour (1599), Cynthia's Revels (1600), and The Poetaster 
(1601), are similarly more or less failures. In these plays 
Jonson’s preoccupation with his theory of comedy, with his 

^ It is noteworthy that in the quarto or stage version of this 
play, dated 1601, the scene is laid in It&ly and the names of 
the characters are nearly all Italian. In the folio of 1616 the 
scene is changed to England and the charactei'S are all English. 
The acts and scenes ate rearranged and some speeches altered: 

to the manifest improvement of the comedy. The* dk 7 .tes that 
fellow in the text are those of production on the stage. 
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defiance of the public and with his literary enemies, exerted 
a disintegrating influence. They are as a whole badly 
constructed, and their gha'.Mcters approach more nearly to 
abstractions, to pure typos than those of his first or of his 
later plays. The. last two especially are comparatively 
colourless, and extremely and directly didactic. Yet the 
first three acts of Cynthia* s T&eveU are admirably written 
and are more distinctly poetic than most of Jonson’s work ; 
while both plays contain delightful songs. The famous^ 

* Qpeen and huntres|, chaste and fair ’ occurs in the 
Bevels (V. iii.). 

• 'In Volpone, acted at the Globe about December, 160fi, 
JMSbn produced his first masterpiece. is perhaps the 
greatest of all his pla;j^B: in imaginative power it is oer- 

]tainly the first of all. Volppne_is a^^pitome of _ wicked- 
ness,, a • highly ^tellectualized monster, hardlj human, 
but With a horrilfle likeness to humaniliy. It is by to the 
'most terrible of satiric comedies : a creation utterly unlike 
anything ot Shakespeare’s, yet intellectually almost as 
powerful and complete as anything of his.^ The influence 
of his classical loariiing on Jonson is again apparent here. 
Perhaps he would have done better to place his Volpone 
and Mosca and Corvino in Imperial Pome rather than in 
seventeenth -century Venice. 

The hilent Wonmn (1609) is of all Jonson’s comedies the 
most farcical in theme, *and of all his greater comedies it is 
the weakest' in plot. It deals, like Every Man in his 
Humour, with follies, not crimes, and is oh the whole the < 

^ lu all drama there can be very little that is liner than the 
magnificent opening passage of Volpone down to the entrance of 
the wretched creatures who minister to il^ir master’s malignant 
misanthropy. It reminds one a little of the opening speech of 
The Jeu^f Malta, but is to more weighty with thought and lesst 
dependent on mere sound. 
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most laughab le of reminds one strongl}' of 

tie resemblance to the great and 
genial and light-handed French humorist is quite super- 


; The Alchemist (1610), with FoZpoiis, claims to bo considered 
the greatest of all Jenson’s j)la.ys. Its construction is cer- 
tainlj even less flawed than that of Yeljpone\ its plausj- 
bUi tyj s g reater^ and its realism ther efore m ore c omple te ; 
its unity is perfect, in the sense that it is pure comedy 
I from the excellent opening, which Eposes the intimat§ re- 
flations of the three rogues round whom it centres, to the 
Witty and admirable denoument. It is less of a poem than 
IlFoZpone, less iCeal in conception; its figures are viler and 
yesB horrible.® J 

Bartholomew Fain (1614) for vigour of execution, fer- 
tility of invention and richness of humour, may challenge 
comparison with either Vol^one^ or The* Alchemist ^Here 
Jon|on’s satiric humour, rumfing riot through a saturnalia 
of knavery, folly and cant, is less grim than in his two 
greatest plays. The conception is more farcical than seribus, 
and the most serious part of the satire, that which deals 
with Puritanism, is no more than caricature. The play 
is brutally coarse; and just because it is more farcical 
and less fierce in spirit than Voljpone and The Alchemist 


^ The idea of Morose is taken from Libanius. The famous song, 
Still to he neat ,in a translation from the Latin elegiacs commencing 
Semper munditias by an unknown disciple of Jean Bonnefons (1654" 
1614), an Auvergnat imitator of Catullus. The still more famous 
DrinJo to me only, which appears in the collection of poetical 
varieties called The Forrest (1616 folio), is a mosaic from the Greek 
of Philostratus. 

^ Coleridge declared that the plots of the Oedipus Tyrannus^ 
The Alchemist and Tom J^pes were the most perfect that existed. 

' It may be added that for pure construction The AlcheAiist equals 
the best work of Ibsen. \ 
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Jonson’s lack of joj in his own humours is more strongly 
felt. 

The latest of Jonsoii’s greater plays was The Stajple of 
Nev}%{162B), His wit and wisdom are here as much in 
evidence as ever, .and there are in this play passages as 
weighty with thought and as dignified in their strength as 
almost anything* he wrote earlier. Nevertheless the signs 
of the commencing decline are already very clearly visible, 
particularly in flie absurd confusion of allegory and realism 
wlych is essential to tVe whole structure of this remarkable 
bj^ very imperfect play. ‘ 

F Jo nson*s two Eoman tra gedies^ SejanuB (1603 ) and 
U^iline (1611), belpjag^tp the class of^^«maCj^ arfij. 
respected^ but neither acted. Their lack of col^r, 

" Movement, an d wj jmth i a manifest.* The defects of these 
tragedies may 1^ summed up in the assertion that they are 
not Itagic. They Imply but do not display openly a profound 
classical reading, they contsftn passages of great weight and 
dignity, and Sejanua at least is finely constructed. ^ 

Nor is it necessary to say much of tho mai^^QfSibs. The 
masque is a hybrid between poetry and pageantry which is 
long since dead, and which had little vitality at any time. 
The verse of Jonson’s masques, divorced from its pageantry, 
is a maimed and incomplete thing, and to most people the 
reading of it is difficult. Tet Jonson’s masques are by far 
the best things in this kind before Milton’s Oomvs. The 
best of them have at times a noble gravity, at times a 
splendid richness of diction, and display a wonderful fer- 

^ Madrigal iu this pl^y stands for George Wither. 

” The notes to Sejanus be.(ray one cause of its lifelcssness: 
Jonson’s preoccupation with historical accuracy. On the other 
hand, no one need look at the notes — ^they make the play no worse 
than it is. It may be observed that fall of such scoundrels 
Jonson’s IBejanus and Catiline cQuld in any case hardly excite* 
pity. 



212 


THB AQE OF SHAICBSPEARE. 


tility of fancy and invention. Their lyric passages and 
songs are frequently fine and graceful, but, like almost all 
Jonson’s purely lyrical work, are curiously disfigured, 
€Fxccrable lines cropping up in the prettiest places. Never 
at any time did Jonson attain that perfection of lyrical 
manner in which form and sense are one and indivisible.^ 
Almost all Jonson’s yvL^ly lyrical a,pd epigrammatic 
work is included in the ^days and in throe collfections; 
in the E^ngrammea and The Forrt^it published in the 
folio of 1616, and in Underwoods, ^which appeared only 
in the folio of 1640. The songs contained in the plays 
are admirably designed for their purpose. They are iii^ 
genious and epigrammatic in character and fit excellently 
in6o their places. But neither they nor the i)oemB in 
The Forrest (the ‘ c^ioicest poems * down to 1616) anu 
Underwoods (1640, ‘ lesser poems of ^^later growth ’) 
show much of the true lyrical power.®* They arc 
and witty, full of clever imagery, vigorously phrased, 
strongly individual, and though they reflect Jonson’s clas- 
sical reading they are unconventional. They lack grace, 
spontaneity, and music, and are almost invariably dis- 
figured by faults of taste and by grossly bad lines. 
Either Jonson’s ear was defective or his execution was 
curiously careless. Only momentarily do they attain to 
the perfection of phrasing demanded by lyric poetry. The 

^ The best of the masques are i»erliaj»s ; The Masque of Blackness 
(1605), Masque of Hymen (1606), The Hue and Cry after Cupid 
(1608), and the sidendid Masque of Queens (1609). Perhaps the 
witches in this last would be as good os they are w'ithoiit so much 
demonological learning ; they could liardlN’'“he finer. The ‘ Dame’ 
here is better than the Ilccate of Macbeth, Tiie Mcbsqaes were 
collected by Henry Morley in the ninth volume of the Carisbrooke 
Library, 1890. 

^ ^ Joiison’s E}iglish Gram*iiar and his version of Horaft.)e his Art 

of Poeirie. also appeared in 1640. 
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following stanzas will serve as an example of Jonson’s lyric 
verse : 

‘ Do but look^n her eyes, they do light 
All that Love’s world compriseth I 

Do but Jook on her hair, it is bright 
As Love’s star when it riseth ! 

Do but mark, her forehead smoother 
Than words that soothe her! 

And from ^er arched brows, such a grace 

Slieds i4s0lf through the face, * 

As alone th&e triumphs to the life 
All the gain, all the good, of tlie eleti onts’ strife, 

* Have you seen hut a bright lily gj^ow 
Before rude hands have touch’d it V 

Have you marked but the fall o* the snow 
Before the soil hath smutch’d it? 

Have^ou felt the wool of the )>eaver? 

. Or sw?\n’8 down ever ? 

Or have smelt o’ t?io bud o’ the brier ? 

Or tho uard in the fire ? 

Or have tasted the bag of the bee? 

O so white I O so soft ! O so sweet is she ! ’ ^ 

These verses are very fairly typical of Jonsonian 
lyric. They begin well, in spite of an ambiguity in the 
first t\^o lines. The last five lines of the first stanza are 
extremely bad. ‘Than words that soothe her’ has no 
excuse but the necessity of rhyming, and how any man 
with an car could have written such a line as ‘ Sheds itself 

« 

^ This song occurs at the close of Ayittipol’s eloquent wooing of 
Mrs. Fitzdottrel in jf/ffe Devil is an Ass (II. li.), a cynical comedy 
of 1616. The roguery of the cozening ‘projector,* Meercraft, the 
imbecile vanity, fatuous credulity and misplaced suspicion of the 
wretched gull, Fitzdottrel, supply Jonson with a congenial theme. 
Png, anpemis.sary of tho Kvil One, fiiuls himself out-fiended 
men — hence the title of a play, which in satirical force woubl 
proluibly rank as high as >(ourth or fifth in the Jonsonian series. ^ 
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througb the face’ is incomprclieDsible. The concluding 
stanza is almost on Jonson's highest level; but the 
reference to such a very uncommoa substance as * ilard ’ 
is characteristically inappropriate. • 

f 

Aside from the main development of the drama in con- 
nexion Ytith the London sta^e there flourished obscurely 
two other schools of dramatic production. One oi' these 
was bom in the study of admiratioiv of the classics, was 
academic and literary and anything father than theatrical. 
The home of the other was at the Universities of Oxford 
and Cambridge. ‘ 

The most no^'eworthy specimens of the former class are 
thedragedies of Samuel Daniel, Sir William Alexander, 
and Fulke Greville, rLord Brooke. Sir W. Alexanddf*. 
(1567-1640), in 1633 created Earl of Stifling, published 
his four Monarchieke Tragedies in 1607f They, likb the 
tragedies of Daniel and GrcRrille, are based chiefly on 
Seneca. They are empty, affected, and intolerably prolix. 
Fulke Greville (1554-1628), who was a member of Gabfiel 
Harvey’s Areopagus,® wrote two tragedies, Mustapha and 

' Dariiis appeared in 1603, Cfoestis in 1604, The Alexandrtmn, 
a Tragedy f in 1605, VLnd J ulius Caesar in , Hie TFotAjm, in- 

cluding his love-sonnets entitled Aurora (1604) and his stupendous 
poem on Doomesday (1614), in eleven thousand lines, were issued 
in 1637, folio. • 

^ A literary society having for its object the classicizing of 
English metres and literary forms. Greville had been a con- 
tributor to the poetical Miscellanies which crowned the verse of 
the sixteenth century. He was ennobled in 1620, and, eight years 
later, was stabbed by an old servant who had found he was not 
mentioned in his master’s will. On his tomb at Warwick he is 
described with deliberate significance as * servant to Queen Eliza- 
beth. conceller to King Jau;es. frend to Sir Philip Sidney.’ His 
' noted Life of the Renowned Sir PhUip Sidney, first punished in 
1662, opens with a stately enumeration of his friend’s qualities 
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Alahanit tho former of which was surreptitiously pub- 
lished in 1609, the latter not till 1633. They are literary 
monstrosities, containing much serious and even profound 
polit^l thought and no drama whatover. Lamb aptly re- 
marked that they were rather political treatises than plays. 

From the early years of Elizabeth’s reign to about the 
year 1640 there ^ero perfornlbd at Oxford and Cambridge 
' trageilies, comedies, histories, pastorals and shows, pub- 
licly acted, in \<1iich the graduates of good place and repu- 
tation * were ‘ spocial\ parted.’ * Many were written by 
members of the Universities, either in Latin or English ; 
but English plays at the Universities were an innovation 
and encountered serious opposition. In JL604 James I. 
forbade the performance of any play in English within 
'^ve miles of Cambridge. The University drama appears 
to have.been usually either satirical or allegorical, or both. 
Thotfnoat celebrated of tlie plays in Latin is Ignoramus, a 
satire on pettifogging lawyers and their barbarous jargon, 
written by "George Euggle (1575-1622), fellow of Clare 
Hall, and performed in tho hall of Trinity before J ames T. 
in March, 1615. The King was very pleased with it, and 
it was produced again before him in the following May 
(1G15).» 

and virtues. But its tone is monotonous and it lacks the quaint 
he.auties of Walton. His Learned and Elegant Workes appeared 
in a thin folio in 1G33, five years after his ^ath. (For his sonnet- 
cycle, C(Blica,,s%Q Book I., vol. L, 9, 21; cf. M. F. Crow, Eliza- 
bethan Sonnet Cycles, 1898. ) 

^ Thomas Heywood. 

* Its plot is taken from an Italian comedy by Porta, based on 
the Pscudolus of Plautus. It was printed in 1630, translated in 
1662, and elaborately edited in 1787 by John Sidney Hawkins. 
The common law was defended against TgnM'amus by the Lin- 
coln’s Inn caricaturist, John Stephen^ and others. 

Other^atin plays of considerable fSme, but of an earlier genera-» 
tion, wore the Dido of William* Gager, a Westminster and Christ 

Church man (B.A. 1577b which was presented in magnificent ^ 

• • 
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Of the English University plays the most interesting are 
The Pilgrimage to Pama^aue (1599) and The Return frorn 
Parnassus (2 parts, 1601-2 ; pt. ii., 1606, 4to). These |onn 
a •trilogy. In the Pilgrimage, Philomusus and Studioso 
travel with difficulty through the land of Logic, the*land 
of Rhetoric and the land of Philosophy, to Parnassus. In 
the Return they appear as vrfinly endeavouring to make a 
living with the acquirements they have painfully earned. 
Incidentally a number of contemporary University poets 
and dramatists are criticized or saj^rized, and the actor 
Kemp, one of the personages of the Retur7i (second pa'rt) 
is made to remark: ‘Here’s our fellow Shakespeare puts 
them all down, 9 ,ye and Ben Jonson too.’ These plays are 
not serious literature, but they are curious, ingenious, and 
interesting. Who wiy>te them is not known. They haver 
been ascribed, with small likelihood, to John Uajj They 
were performed at St. John’s, Cambridget^ „ 

style in the hall of Christ Church, in before the Prince 

Palatine of Poland, Alhertus de Alasco (Gager also wrote a 
Tjatin tragedy called Meleager, 1581, and Ulgsses Redvx, 15Cl2), 
and the stiff and lifeless Seiiecan tragedy, much noted in its day, 
Roxana, which was given at Trinity College, Cambridge, 1591-2, 
and twice printed in 1632. The author of Roxana was William 
Alabaster (1567-1640), a Westaiinster and IViiiity man, who 
suffered the Tower, like Constable, for his Catholic opinions, 
but reverted to Protestantism, became a prebendary of St.'^Panl’s, 
wrote some extraordinary treatises of cabalistic divinity, and 
published in his extreme old age his learned Lexicon Pentaglotton., 
Hehraicmn, Chaldaicum, Syriacum, Talmudico-Rahhimcon et Ara- 
bicum, 1637, folio. 

^ Among other University plays produced like Ignoramus before 
James I. on his visit to Cambridge in 1615 may be noted Phineas 
Fletcher’s Sicelides (published 1631), a piscatorial, and the comedy 
of Alhumazar by Tlioiijas Toinkis, founded on Porta’s L*Astrologo, 
The Technogamia, a fossilized morality, or allrigorical piece, acted 
fbefore James 1. at Woodstock, 26 Aug. 1621, was wiatten by 
Barten Holyday (d. 1601), afterwards Archdeacon of Oxford. 
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Abbott, Dr. E. A., 137. 

Acn'iidf Surrey’s translation, 10. 

Agt of Miltont 150 n. 

Alabaster, William, H n., 215 n. 

Alaham^^SS), Grevilll, 214. . 

Albumazar, a comedy (1015, 4to), 
Thomas Tobilds, 216 n. [Dods- 

'ey]-. 

Alcfiemisi (1610), Joiison, 204, 
207, 209, 210. 

Alexander, Sir William, Earl of 
Stirling {Monarchicke Trage- 
dies, 1604, 1607, and 1616), 214. 

Alexander, *Campa^e, avd Dio- 
genes, Lyly, 19. 

Alexandraxin (1605), Alexander, 
214 n. 

All Fools (published 1605), Chap- 
man, 193, 194. 

All '8 Well that Ends WelJ^im), 
68, 69, 91 n., 126 n., 137 n. ; 
account of, 81-84. 

Alphons^is, Emperor of Germany 
(1654), Chapman or Peele, 193. 

Alphonsns, King of Aragon (1599, 
4to), Greene, 24 n. ^ 


Alyfacc, Annot, lOL 
Amends far Ladies (1618), Fl^d, 
152 n.» 

Amom, Ovid (Marlowe’s version), 
34. 

Antony, Mark, 86. 

Antony and Cleopatra (1623), 86, 
93, 99, 103 n. , 1 1 1, 126 u. , 137 n. ; 
a^jcount of, 98-99. 

Apology for Actors (1612), Hcy- 
wood, 180 n. 

Apollonius and Silla, Cintliio, 64. 
Apollonius of Tyre, 109. 

Appius and Virginia (printed 
1654), Webster, 18.3. 

Arabian Sights, 12, 74 n, i30. 
Araygncmcnt of Paru (1584, 4to), 
27-28. 

Arber, Prof., 137 n, 

Arcadia, Sidney, 95, ICS, 175. 
Arden, Mary, 

Arden of Feversham (1592, 4to), 
124 ; ac&nnt of, 51 [ed. A. H. 
BiAlen, Temple, and MermaidJ.^ 
. Arnold's School fS'Mte/?6arc(1894- 

7), 137 n. 
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Ariosto, 9, 11, 78 n. 

As Vou Like It (1C23), 55, 68, 69, 
118 n., 120, 156, 166; account 

,of, 77-78. 

Aiicham, Koger, 11. 

Aspley, William, 133. 

Atheist's Tragedy (1611), Tour- 
neur, 189, 190. * 

Attempt to Determine the Chrono- 
logical Order of Shakespeare's 
Plays, Stokes (1878), 137. 

Aurora (1604), Alexander, 213 n. 

Ayrer, Jacob, 106. 

B. J. F., 171. 

Bacon, Bo^er, 24. 

Bafe, John (d. 1563), 6. 

Ball, The (published lC3t), Chap- 
man, 103. 

Bandello, 64, 70, 80. 

Barksted, William, 192. 

Bartholomew Fayre (1614), Joii- 
son, 105, 200, 205, 206, 210. 

Bassanio, 72. 

Bathurst, Charles, 137. 

Battle of Alcazar 4to), 

Peele, 28. 

Beaumont, Fi-ancis (15857-1616), 
146, 148, 149, 153, 203; account 
of, 150-171. 

Beaumont and Fletchef, works of, 
168 [Works, ed. Weber, 1812 ; 
ed. Dyce, 11 vols., 1843-6 ; 2 
vols. , ed. George Barley , re-issue 
by Routledge, 1883 ; 10 plays. 
Mermaid, ed. Strachey, 1887]. 

Beethoven, 105 n. 

Beggars' Bush (acted 1622, printed 
1647), Fletcher, 156, 170. c 

"Beljame, Alexandre, 139 n., 140. . 

Belleforest, 78 n., 87. 


Benedick and Beatrice, 79. 

Bible, 11. 

Bibliographer's Manual,}fiynAes, 

Blind Beggar of Afkxandria 
(1598), Chapman, 193. 

Bloody Brother, The (printed 
1C39). ni. 

Blount, Edward, 19, fSS. 
Boccaccio, 88 n., 103. 

Boia^o, 97. 

Boil^u, M., 60. « 

Bonduca (acted 1619, printed 
1647), Fletcher, 156, 167. • 
Boswell -Stone, 139. 

Boyle, 152 p. 

Brandes, 140. ^ 

Brooke, Artlnir, 70, 71. 

Brooke, Lo^l, 213. * 
Browning,*105. • 

» Bullen, hlr. A. H., 30 n., 175 n., 
179 n. 

Bossy d'Ambois (1607), Ch^man, 
193, 195, 

Byi-on, 144. 

Caesar and Cleopatra, Shaw, 169. 
Caesar and Pompey, Chapman 
(1631), 195 n. t 
Caliban, Suite de la TempHe, 
Henan, 105. 

Caliban upon Setebos, 105. 
Camden, William, 197. 

Cammelli, 11 n. 

CampOspe (played 1582, printed 
1584), Lyly, 20 n. 

Campion, Thomas, 20. 

Canons of Criticism, Edwards 
(1765), 135. 

Capell, Edward, 72, XIO, 134, 135, 
139. 
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Captain^ The (acted 1612, printed 
1647), 168. 

Cartwright, 202 n. 

Case is Altered (1598-9, printed 
1609), J'bnson, 198 n. 

Catiline (1611, 4to), Joason, 202, 
210. 

Cenci, Shelley, 164. , 

Challenge flr Beauty (1636), Hey- 
wood, 181. « 

Chalmers, George, 135, ISS.'^ 

ChanceSt The (printed 1647), Flet- 
cher, 167. 

C%a9k^e/tn^,2%£(]622-4,1653, 4to), 
Middleton, 149; account of, 
177-179. 

Chajipian, George (1559-1634), 35t 
89 n., 90, 192, 149, 199 n., 20.3 
[ TTorhSf «d. R. H. ^hepherd, 3 
vols., el 873-5, with %fr. Swip- 
bume’s Essay; Mermaid, ed. | 
Phelps, 1890]. ‘ 

Chaste Maid in Cheapside (1630, 
4to)* Middleton, 176. 

Cliaucer, 11 n., 73 n., 89. 

Chcttle, Henry (d. 1607), 65 n., 
89, 172, 183. 

Chronicle (1604), Stowe, 52. 

Chronicle Scottish History, 
HoUnshed, 93 n. 

Cinthio, Giov. Batt. Giraldi, 
known as Cinthio (1504-1573), 
11 n., 12, 24 D., 64, 91, 93 n. 

Cldrendon Press (1808-98), 136 n. 

Clevehond, 202 n. • 

Gokaine, Sir Aston, 151. 

Coleridge, 140, 144. 

Collection of Old English Plays, 
Bnllen, 8. 

Collier, 139. 

Collins, Mr. Chnrton, 5 n., ISSn. 


CoUoquia, Erasmns, 83. 

Comedies,HistoTies,and Tragedies, 
Shakespeare, 6, 134. 

Comedy of Errors (1623), 9, 105, 
119 n., 137 n., 204; account o/, 
64. 

Comments on the Last Edition of 

* Shakespeare's Plays, Mason 
(1785), 135. 

Comus, Milton, 28 n., 211. 

Concordance to Shakespeare, * 
Bartlett, 137. 

Condell, Henry (d. 1627), 133. 

Confessio Amantis, Gower, 109. 

tJonspiraej/ of Byron (1608), Chap- 
man, 193, 19^ 

Constable, 215 n. 

Contention betwixt the two famous 
houses ofYorke and Lancaster 
(pt. i., 1594, 4to), 65. 

Coriolanus (1623), 85, 93, 100; 
account of, 99-100. 

Courthope, Prof., 5 n., 9 n. 

Coxcomh, The (acted 1612, printed 
1647), 170. 

Critical, Historical, and Explana- 
tory Notes on Shakespeare, Grey 
(1754), 135. 

Critical Observations on Shako 
speare (1746), John Upton, 13A 

Croesus (1604), Alexander, 213 n. 

Cupids Bevenge (acted 1612, 
printed 1615), 168. 

Cure for a Cuckold, Webster and 
Rowley (1661), 18,3 n. 

Custom of the Country (acted 1628# 
foHo 1647), Fletcher, 155, 169. 

Cymhelino (1623), 93, 100, 104 n., 
lb4iL, 115, 129 n., 131 n. ; ac- 
count of, 103. ' * 

Cynthia's Bevds, (1600, 1601. 4to), 
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JoTison, 199, 202, 203 n., 205 n., 

908 . * 

Pabome, Robert (d. 1628), 152. 

Damon and Pythias (lj()4, 1571, 
4to), Edwardes, 2. 

Daniel, Mr. P. A., 139. 

Daniel, Samuel, 213. * 

Darius (1603), Alexander, 213 n., 

D’Avenant, 150. 

Day, John (1574-1640?), 146, 149, 
172, 203 ; account of, 175-170 
[Worl's, ed. A. 11. Bullcn, 7 
pts., 1881; Mermaid Series 
(Nero and Oth^ Plays), 1888]. 

Demmeron, The, 11, 72, 81 n., 
103 n. 

Dekker, Thomas (1578-1^40?), 58, 
89, 147, 148, 149, 181, 18.3, 198, 
199,20.3; account of, 171-175; 
works of, 172, 173 [Dramatic < 
Works, ed. 11. H. Shepherd, 4 
vols., 1873, 8vo ; Mermaid, ed. 
Rliys, 1887]. 

Delius, 138. 

Devil and his Dame, 172 n. 

DeviTs Law Case (printed 1623), 
Webster, 182, 183. 

Diana, Montemayor, 64. 

Diary, Henslowe, 137. 

Diarj/, Manninghain, 1.38. 

Dickens, 78 n. 

Dido, Gapfer, 21.5 n. 

Dido, Queenof Carthage, Marlowe, 
completed *by Nash (1591), 3,5, 
50 n. 

Die schone i^idea, Ayrer, 100. 

Difference in Shnkespmre's Versi- 
^cation at Different Periods of 
’ his Life (1857), Bathurst, 1.17. • 
, Discoveries, Jonson, 44 n. 


Discovery of the Bermudas, Jour- 
dain, 105. 

Discovery of W itchcraft,^co\,, 93 n. 

Dr, Faustus (acted 1588-9, quarto 
1604), Marlowe, 16 n.,^, 25, 35, 
40, 53,* 106, 111, 174; account 
of. 44-47. 

Dolce, Ludovico, 11. 

Don Armado, 21. * 

Don Quixote, 158 n. 

Doo^esday (1614), Alex ander, 
m n. 

Double Marriage (acted 1619, 
folio 1647), 168. 

Douce, Francis, 135, 139 n. 

Dowden, l^S, 140. 

Drake, Nathan, 135, 138. 

Drama, 17-18. 

Drayton, Michael, 7.T, 172, 183. 

Dnimmontl, 191, 197 n.,*i98, 200. 

> Dryden, GO, 129 n. 

Duchess of Mdlfi ' (acted 161C, 
printed 1G23), Webstq^, 183, 
184 187. 

Dvlch Courtezan (160.5, 4to), Mar- 
ston, 192. 

Dyce, A,, 30. 

Eastward Ho (160.5, 4tft), 1 92, 199 n. 

Eden, 106 n. 

Edward /. (1593, 4to), Peele, 28. 

Edward II. *(1590, published 
1594), Marlowe, 25, 38, 53, 60 ; 
account of, 49. 

EdwaHlIL (1596, 4U>), 110. 

Eduyird IV. (1600, 4to), Hey- 
; M'ood, 180. 

; Edwardes, 2. 
j Edwards, Thomas, 1^5. 

Elder Brother (mi, 4to). 169. 

Elz/i, 140. 
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Encyclopaedia Britannica, 141. 

Endimion (1591, 4to), Lyly, 19, 
21 ; account of, 20. 

England'% Mourning Garrmmt^ 
172 n. • 

EiujlUh RisLorkal Plaj^s (N.Y., 
1902), 7 n. 

English Travell&i' (1633, 4 to). Hey- 
wood, 18.^ * 

Englishmm for my Money (1016, 
4to), Hjiugliton, 17^ n. ^ 

Enquiry into the Learnii^ of 
Shakespeare (1748), Whaftey, 
135 . 

Entertainment (1603), Jonson, 
199. 

EpigrammeSy 21. *? 

EpitHF^ Giutluo, 91 xi. • 

Krusmus, 83^ 

Essay of Dramatic Po&y, Diyden, 
60. 

Essay on the Learning of Shake- 
^eare. Farmer (1767), 135. 

Euripi^.s, 11. 

Euphues, Lyly, 21, 63 n. 

Every Man in his Humour (l.'iOS, 
printed 1601), Jonson, 150, 198, 
202, 204, 205, 207, 209. 

Ewry Man out of his Humour 
(1599, printed 1600), Jonson, 
199, 202, 204, 202 n., 208. • 

Fahyan, 49. 

Faerie Queene, Spenser, 95. 

Fair Maid of the Inn (acte^J 1626, 
folio 1647), 169. 

Fair Maid of the West (1617, 
1631 ,4to), Ileywood, 181. 

Fair Quan'cl, Middleton, 176. 

V'airfax, lOSfti. 

Faithf id Friends 171. 


Faithful Shepherdess (2ud ed., the 
earliest extant, 1629), Fletcher, 
151 n., 154 n., 157, 167. 

Falcon Shakespeare (1880-1901), 
137. 

False One (acted 1620, folio 
1647), 169. 

Eantous Chronicle of Edward /., 
Peele, 49. 

Famous History of Sir Thmvas 
Wyat, 183. 

Famous Victories of Hemy V, 
(1598, 4to), 19, 74.‘ 

Farmer, Richard, l.‘J5. 

Fatal Dowry (1632), 162 n. 

Faust-booky GerAian (1587), 24. 

FawnCy The (1606), Ma»..^ffu, 
192 n., 

Felton, Samuel, 135. 

Field, Nathaniel (1587-1633), 162, 
176 [Dodsley’s Old Plays, Haz- 
litt, vol. xi. ; Mermaid Series 
{Nero and Other Plays)^ 1888J. 

First Part of Icronmot Kyd, 31 n. 

Fleay, 137, 138, 152 n. 

Fletcher, Giles, 153 n. 

Fletclier, John (1579-1625), 58, 
107, 110, 143, 146, 147, 148, 
149, 150, 203; account of, 150- 
171 ; works of, 107 ; and Beau- 
mont, w^rks of, 108 ; and Mas- 
• sinpjer, works of, 168 ; and 
Middleton, works of, 169 ; and 
Rowley, works of, 169; and 
Shake.^peare, works of, 170; 
and Shirley, works of, 169. See 
Beaumont. 

Fletcher, l^hineas, 153 n., 216 n. 

Florio, 106 u. 

Ford; John, 147, 148, 140, 159, • 
172, 183 n., 202 n. 
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Farrestt The (folio 1616), 212. 

Fortune by Land and Sea (1655)» 
*18. 

Four Birds of Noah's Arh^ 
Dekker, 172. 

FourFs, The (1669, 4to). 6, 8. 

Four Flays in One (acted 1608, 
folio 1647), 168. • 

Four Prentices of London (1615), 
Hey wood, 169 n., 181. 

Francis Beaumont: a Critical 
Study, Macaulay, 158 n. 

Fragment on Shdicespeare (1785), 
Sherlock, 135. 

Friar Bacon and Friar Bungay 
(1594, 4to), GAene, 25. 

Ftbl^uvall, Dr., 137. 

Gager, William (1580.1619), 11 n., 
215 n. 

Gallathea (1592, 4to), Lyly, 19;^ 
account of, 21-22. 

Game of Chesse (acted 1624, 
printed 1625), Middleton, 1?6. 

Gammer Gurtons Needle (1563, 
1675, 4to), 9. 

Garlanda, 140. 

Gascoigne, George, 2, 9, 11, 19, 
44 n., 74. 

Gentleman Usher (1606), Chap- 
man, 194. f 

Gervinus, 138. 

Gesta Bomanorum, 72. 

Giraldi. See Cinthio. 

GV Ingannaii, 80. 

Gods Revenge against Murther, 
Beynolds, 178. 

Goethe, 60. » 

Golding, 106 n. 

r Gorboduc [Ferrex and Forrex], 
10, 11 , 18, 38, 193 ; The Tragedie 


ofGorboduc, whereof three Aetes 
werewrytten by Thomas Nortone 
and the two laste by Thxmuu^ 
€ackuyle: shewed before the 
Queenes most excelleiifi Maiestie 
in herjiighnes Court of White- 
halle, xviii, January 1561 
(1565, 4to). 

Gower, Jbhn, 109. • 

Grammaticus, Saxo, 87. 

Greeii, J. 2. 

Grelne, Robert (1660-1592), 1, 11, 
’il, 30, 33, 34, 37, 42,* 56, 58, 
65, 73 n., 77, 103; accoupt of, 
22-26 ; plays, 24 n. [Plays and 
Poems, ed. Dyce, 2 vols. , 1831 ; 
revised In 1 vol., 1858 ; Works, 
ed. Grosart, 15 vols., 1631 -GJ. 

Greenwood, G., 140. 141. 

Greg, Mn Walter Wilson, 137 n. 

ttroville, Wke, 213-2l5; 

Grey, Zachary, 135. 

Groatsworth of Wit bought with a 
Million of Repentancem (1592), 
Greene, 23, 27, 65 n. 

Guizot. 140. 

Gull's Hort^ Book, Dekker, 172 l 

Hales, Mr., of Eton, 60. 

Hall, 106, 188. ‘ 

Hall, Mrs., eldest daughter of 
Shakespeare, 58. 

Halliwell, 80, 137. 

Halliwell-Phillipps, J. 0., 140. 

Hamlet (quartos, 1603, 1604), 5, 
31, 1)5, 86, 89, 92, 94, 95, 96, 98, 
102, 106, 111, 112, 116, 121, 122n., 
128, 130, 133 n. ; account of, 88. 

EamlePs Bevenge, 87. 

Handbook Index tasShAkespears^ 
Ualliwell. 135. 
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Hanmer, 64, 134. 

Harvey, Gabriel, 28 n., 213. 

Hathaway, Anne, married Shake- 
8pearef(1582), 64. . • 

Haughto^, William (1580 M602), 
172 [Dodsley, ed. Hazlitt, 1874, 

vol. X.]. 

Hawkins, John Sidney, 3, 215 n. 

Hazlitt, 92^109, 139, 140, 144. 

Heath, Benj., 135. 

lleautowtimoruimnoSt Terence, 
194. ^ 

necatSmmithiy Cinthio, 19, $2. 

Ileminge, John, 133. 

Henry IF,, Pt. 1. (quarto 1598) ; 
Pt. II. (quarto 1600) ; account 
of, 44 n., 75, 76, 1119119, 129 ii., 
204f* 

Henry V, (quarto 1600), 74, 112, 
133 n^ account of, •^-76. 

Henry VL, 24, 50 n., 56 n,, 65, 67. 

Henry VIL, 2. . 

Henry Fill, (1623), 107 n., 110, 
1 15,450 n. ; account of, 106-108. 

He nslowe, Philip (d. 1616), theat- 
rical manager, 137 n., 172, 175, 
182, 198, 199. 

Heptameron, Whetstone, 91. 

Herford, Prof., 138. 

Hero and tmnder, Marlowe, 35, 

77. 

Herrick, 20. 

Hey wood, Jasper (1535-1598), 10. 

Heywood, John (1497<1580}, 1, 8, 
9n. [Dodsley, 1744, vol. 1825, 
vol. i.]. 

Heywood, Thomas (d. 1650), 6, 
159 n., 183; account of, 180- 
182 [Dramatic Works, ed. J. 
Pearson,^ vols., 1874; Mer- 
maid, ed Verity, 1888]. 


Histoires Tragiques, Belleforest, 
78 n. 

Historia Danica, Grammatidus, 
87.* 

Historic of Orlando Fwrioso (1594, 
4to), Greene, 24 n. 

Hxstorye of Italy, Thomas, 106 n. 

History of Antonio and Mdlida 
(1602), Marston, 191. 

History of Oardenio (1653), 
Fletcher, 150 n. 

History of Thomas, Lord Crom- 
well, 134. 

History of Travayle, Eden, 106 n. 

Ilistriomastix (1610, 4to), 191 n., 
193 n. 9 

Hoffman, Tragedy of (1631, *^o), 
Chettl^, 32. 

Holiday, Barton (d. 1661), 216 n. 

Ilolinshed, 49, 51, 65, 93 n., 95, 
103, 106. 

Homer, Chapman, 89 n. 

Honest Man*s Fortune (acted 
1613, folio 1647), 152 n., 170. 

Honest Whore Dekker, 

172, 173, 174, 175. 

Honorable Historic of Friar Bacon 
and Friar Bungay (1594, 4to), 
24. 

Hue and Cry after Cupid (1608), 
Jonson,^!! n. 

Hugo, 60, 140. 

llumcj'ovs Dayes Myrth (1599, 
4to), Chapman, 194 n. 

Humorous Lieutenant ' (acted 
1619, printed 1640), Fletcher, 
156, 167. 

Humour oyd of Breath (1608, 4to), 
D^, 176. 

Hunt, Leigh, 129 ii., 140. ^ < 

Hunter, Joseph, 39 n. 
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If ym know not me, you know 
nobody (1605, 4to), Heywood, 
\S0. 

Ignoramus (1616), by G. huggle, 

• 215,21611. 

II Pecorone, 72. 

U Timone, Boiardo, 97. 

He of Gills, Day (1606, 4to), 176. 

I il'ustra tions of Shakespeare ( 1 807 ) , 
Douce, 135, 139. 

Imperfect Hints toward a new 
edition of Shakespeare, Felton 
(1787-8), 135. 

Ingleljy, 139. 

Ingrain, 137. 

Insatiate Countess (1613, 4to), 
%arston, 192. 

Introduction of Blank yerae, 38- 
40. 

Island Princess (acted 1621, pri nted 
1647), Fletcher, 156, 107. 

i Sujipositi, Ariosto, 9, 11. 

Jack Drum's EnUirUiinment 
(1601), 193 n. 

Jaggard, W. and J., 133. 

James IV., (ireene, 73 n. 

Jew of Malta (1689, 1633, 4to), 
Marlowe, 31, 35, 40, 53, 70 n., 

• 209 n. ; account of, 47-48. 

Jewell er of AmsterduTf , F letcher, 

150 n. ^ 

Jocasta, Gascoigne ([)rintcd in his 
Hundreth Sundrie Fluwrcs, 
n.d.), 11, 44 u. 

Johnson, l)r., 76, 129 n., 134, 
135 a. 

■ionson, Ben (1573|1637), 31, 
44 n., 58, 69, 90, 103, 131. 143, 

. . 146, 147, 149, 168. 170, 172, 173. 
183, 191, 192, 193; account of/ 


197-213; duel and imprison- 
ment, 198; early life, 197, 19S: 
Poet Laureate (1616), 200; 
table of plays, 201 m ; tour to 
Scotland (1618), 20J| [Works, 
ed. Gilford, 9 vols., 1816; re- 
issued in 3 vols., with additions 
by Cunningham, 1875; Mer- 
maid, S vols., wijh introduc- 
tion by Herford, 1893-5]. 

Jonsonus firbius, 202, n. 

Jourdain, Sylvester, 105. 

J uAus Caesar (1623), 68,** 84, 85, 
99 ; account of, 86-83. 

Jusserand, M., 140. 

Keti, Frafljcis, 36. 

Kwd IJeartes Dreame, CJftettle, 
65 n. ^ 

King Carg9ises, Thomas Preston 
*• (1537-1598), 18. 

King and No iTmy (licensed 1611, 
piintcd 1619), 82, 102, 157. 158, 
168. • 

King David and Fair Bethsahe 
(1599, 4to), Peele, 28-29. 

King J ohn ( 1 623 j , 6, 67 , 68 , 69, 75 n. , 
76n., Ill ; account of, 71-72. 

King Lear (quartos 1608), 16 n., 
85, 92, 97, 98, 102,111,119,121, 
122 n., 129 n.. 130 ; account of, 
95-96. 

Knight of Malta (acted 1618, 
folio 1647), 171. 

Knight of the Burning Pestle 
(1613), 157, 158, 168, 181. 

Knight's Tale, Chaucer, 73 n. 

Kreyssig, 140 n. 

Eyd, Thomas (1558-1595), lln.» 
18, 30, 42, 43, 67, 7li'n., 87, 89ii., 
90; account of, 30-33 [Dods- 
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ley's Old Plays, ed. Hazlitt, 
vols. iv. and v. ; ed. Boas, Clar. 
Press, 1 voL, 1898]. 

Kyng J^han, Bale, 6, 7. ^ 

Lamb, Cbarles, 49, 140, 144, 145. 

' 175, 180. 

VAstrologo, Porta, 216 n. 

Late Murder *hy the Sm upon the 
Mother, 183 n. 

La Tosca, Sardou, O.'* 

Lauilivio, J 1. \ 

Lawg*of Candy (folio 1647),i»169. 

Learned and Elegant Workes 
(folio 1633), Greville, 215 n. 

Lee, Sidney, 138, 140, 

Thomas (159(^607), 11 n. 

Life fipd Adventures^ Dr. Johayin 
Eaust, Master of the Black Art, 
with hods he sold Ulmself to the 
Dev^, 44. 

Life of Tamiir (1543), Mexia,< 
41. 

Life of the Renowned Sir Philip 
Sidney, Greville, 214 n. 

Life of Theseus, Plutarch, 73 n. 

Life of William Shakespeare 
(1898), Sidney Lee, 140. 

Little French Lasmjer (folio 1647), 
Fletcher* 155, 1^, 169. 

Lodge, Thomas, 11, 56, 63, 77. 

London Prodigal (1605, 4to),* 134. 

Looking-Glass for London and 
England Greene and 
Lodge, 24. 

Lord Cromwell, 134. * 

Lover's Progress (acted 1647, folio 
1634), 170. 

Love's Cure (folio 1647), 171. 

Love's Lah^ir'sLost{<^Tio 1598), 

21, 56, 64, 69, 77 n., Ill, 113, 
M- 


115 n., 119 n., 187 n., 204; ac- 
count of, 62-63. 

Love's Labour 's Won, 84. • 

Lovd^ Metamorphosis (printed ' 
1601), Lyly, 19, 22. . • 

Love's Mistress (1636), Hey wood, 
181. 

Love's Pilgrimage (acted 1636, 

• printed 1647), 170. 

Lowell, Bussell, 129 n., 140, 194. 

Loyal Subject (acted 1618, printed 
1647), Fletcher, 167. 

Lucian, 96, 97. 

Lucrece, 57. 

Lydgate, 89. 

‘ Lyly, John (1553-1606), 2, 9, 33, 
34, 42, 62, 63, 64 n.,^ n., 
90, 175; account of, 18-22 
[Worlts, ed. Warwick Bond, 3 
vols., 1902]. 

Macaulay, 158 n. 

Macbeth (1623), 85, 92, 96, 105, 
114 n., 129 n., 139 n., 180 n.. 
211 n. ; account of, 93-95. 

Mad Lover (acted 1619, printed 
1647), Fletcher, 157. 

Mad World my Masters (1608, 
4to), Middleton* 176. 

I Maid in the Mill (acted 1628, 

I folio 1647), 169. 

Maid's 'Tragedy (acted 1610 ?, 

• printed 1619), 157, 158, 166, 
168. 

Malcontent (1604, 4to), )farston, 
183 n., 191, 192. • 

Malone, Edmund, 103 n., 184, 137, 
138, 143. 

Manwood^ Sir Roger, 35i 

Manlowe, Christopher (1564-1603), 
3, 11,18, 23, 24, 31, 61, 63, 66, Ss; 
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62,65, 66, 67, 70 n., 71, 72, 77, 
90, 115, 174 ; account of. 32-53 
ed. Dyce, 1850, 1858 ; 
ed. A. H. Biillen, 3 vols.,^;1888 ; 
^ Mermaid, ed. Ellis. 1887]. 
Marot, Clement, 29. 

Marston, John (1675-6-1634), 90, 

149, 183, 188, 199 n., 203; ac- 
count of, 191-193 [Works^ ed'. 
J. 0. Halliwell, 3 vols., 1856 ; 
ed. A. H. Bullen, 3 vols., 1887]. 

Mason, John Moiick, 135. 

Masque of Blackness (1605), Jon- 
Bon, 211 n. 

Masque of Hymen (1606), 211 n. 
Masque of Queens^ (1609), 21 1 n. 
M assac re of Pams (1593), Mar- 
low^, 35, 50 n. 

Massinger Philip, 143, C48, 149, 

150, 161, 162, 164, 167, 170, 172, 
173, 176 ; and Fletcher, works 
of, 168-169 [WorkSi ed, Coxeter, 
4 vols., 1759; Dramatic H'^oj’ks, 
4 vols., ed. Moiick Mason, 4 
vols., 1779; ed. Giflbrd, 4 vol.s., 
1805-13; ed. Cunningham, 1867 : 
Menu aid, ed. Symons, 1887-9]. 

Match Me in London (1631), Dek- 
kor, 172. 

Matthieu, Pierre, 195. 

May -day (1611), Chapman, 194 n. 
Measure for ilfca4*ur€!»'(1623), 12, 
82, 84, 126 n., 13U, 137 n. ; oi- 
count of, 91-92. 

Meleager (1581), Gager, 215 n. 
Memorials of Shakespeare (1828), 
Drake, 135. 

Menaechmi and Amphitruo, Plau- 
tus, 64. ^ 

Menaphon, Greene, preface by 
« ^Nuh (1689), 80, Sin., 37. 
Merchant of Venice (quarto 1600), 


48 n., 69, 70, 112, 120, 180, 165, 
166 ; account of, 72-73. 

Mercs, Francis, 27, 35, 59, 67, 84, 
1 J8 n. 

Merrie conceited J ests ; of George 
Peele Gentleman soinetnne a 
Student in Oxford^ 27. 

Merry IVives of Windsor (quarto 
1602), 44, 105, 127 n., 133 n., 
137 n. ; account of, ^6. 

Metamorphoses^ Ovid, 73. 

Meict^norphosis of Pigmalion's 
Iniage (1598), Marston, 19.3. 

Mexia, Pedro, 41. 

Meziferes, 140. 

Microcynicont 188 n. 

Middleton. Thomas ( 1670-1627), 
148, 160, Rl, 152, 170, 183^3811., 
203; p.ccount of, 176-180; table 
of playB,ul77 ; and Fletcher, 
works ^f, 169 [Wot,cSt ed, 
Dyce, 5 vols., 1840; ed. A. H. 
P.ullen, 8vols.,'1886; Mermaid, 
ed. Ellis, >vith Introduction by 
Swinburne, 1887]. * 

Midsummer Night* s Dream (quar- 
tos 1600), 60, 68, 70, 76, 77, 105- 
106, 111, 138 ; account of, 73-74. 

Miles Glordosiu, Plautus, 10 n. 

Milton, 28 n., 39, 59, G9, 126, 193, 

211 . 

Mitrha (1607), Barksted, 192. 

Mueries of Enforced Marriage 
(1607, 4to). Wilkins, 97 n. 

Misfortunes of Arthur (1587), by 
Thoiias Hughes, 38. 

Moli^re, 209. 

Monarehicke Tragedies (1607), 
Alexander, 213. 

Mondella, 11 n. ^ 

Monsieur OIfve(1606, 4to), Chap- 
man, 194 n. 
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MufMMur Thomas (printed 1639), 
Fletcher, 155, 156, 167. 
Montaigne, Florio’s, 106 n. 
Mont^gij^, 140. ^ 

Montemayor, 64. 

Moral Izfterludes, 8>10. 

Morley, Henry, 5 n. • 

Moseley, Humphrey, 150. 

Mother ^mlie, LyV (printed 
1594), 19, 22. 

Mr. William Shakeapeare's Com- 
edies, Histories, and Trd^edics 
(1623), 62 n., 133. • 

Mtich Ado About Nothing (quarto 
1600), 69, 77, 83, 84,93,111,112, 
120, 131, 133 n., 156; account 
of, 78-80. - 

Mundiny, Anthony, if, 64, 90, 172, 
•183.. • 

MussatuBjll n. # 

Mustafha, Grevillc, 2l4. 

Mydas (1592, 4to), Lyly, 19, 22. • 

Nash.^Thomas, 11, 22, 30, 31 n., 
37, 56, 58, 172 n. 

Neville, 10 n. 

New Illustrations Hunter, 

139 n. 

New Inn, Jonson, 202. 

Newton, l^omas, 11 n. 

Nice Valour (folio 1647), 169. 
Night Walker (acted 1634, printed 
1640), 169. ' 

Nine Books of Various History 
concerning Women, Heywood, 
180 n. • 

Noble Gentleman (sLcted 1626, folio 
1647), 171. 

Nobleman, The, Tourneur, 189 n. 
North, 86.« 

NorthwardHo{\m,iUi),m,\^Z, . 
Notu and Various Bsadings to 


Shakespeare, Gapell (1775-83), 
135. 

Notti (1569), Straparola, 76 n, 

Nuce^ 10 n. 

Observations and Conjectures upon 
some Passages of Shakespeare 
(1766), Tyrwhitt, 135. 

\)’Connor, E. M., 137 n. 

Oedipus Tyranntts, 210 n. 

Old Fortunatus (1600, 4to), Dek- 
ker, 172, 173, 174. 

Old Law, The, Middleton, 176, 
177. 

Old Wives* Tale (1595, 4to), Peele, 
28. 

Oldys, 171. * 

Oliphant, 162 n. • 

Orlande Furioso, Ariosto, 78 n. 

Othello (quarto 1622), 86, 94, 95, 
117 n., 119, 121, 122 n., 130, 
137 n. ; account of, 92-93. 

Outlines of the Life of Shake- 
speare (1898), Halil well-Phil- 
lipps, 140. 

Ovid, 73 n. 

Ovid, Golding’s, 106 n. 


Painful Adventure of Pericles, 
Wilkins, 97 n. 

Painter, 70 n., 81, 83 n., 97. 

Palace of Pleasure, Painter, 70 n., 

• 81 n., 83 n., 97. 

Palladis Tamia (1698), Meres, 27, . 


36, 69. . 

Pandosto (1588), Gjieene, 23, 103. 
Parliament of Bees, Day, 175. 
Peele, George (1568-1597), 11, 18, 
33, 34, %8, 42, 49, 56, 58, 65; 
afcount of, 27-30 [Works, ed. 
Dyce, 3 vols., 1829-39; e^t^ 
H. Bullen, 2 vols., 1888]. ^ 
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Pepys, Sami., 60. 

Pericles, Prince of Tyre, 97i 108, 
133, 134. 

Perondiniis, Petrus, 41. 

Petrarch, 11. 

Philaster (acted 1608-9, printed 
1620), 102, 147, 157, 158, 108; 
account of, 159-166. 

Phillip Chahot, Admiral <ff 
France (published 1639), Chap- 
man, 193. 

Phin, Mr. John, 137 n. 

Phoenissae, Euripides, 11. 

Pilgrim, The (acted 1021, printed 
1647), Fletcher, 155, 156, 167. 
Pilgrimage to Parnassus (1599), 

215. • 

Pintf^ of Wakefield, Greene, 77. 
Pitt Press Shakespeate (1895- 
1902), 136 n. 

Plautus, 10 n., 64, 215 n. 

Players in the reign of Henry , 
VIIL, 13-14. 

Plays, English University, 214- 

216. 

Pleasant Comodie of Patient 
Grissel [Mermaid], 172 n. 
Pleasant concyted Comedie of [ 
George a Greene (1599, 4to), 
Greene, 24 n., 25. 

Plutarch, 73 n., 96, 98, 99. 
Plutarch, North’s, 86. 

Poetaster (1601, 1602, 4to), Jonso^ 
173, 191, 199, 202 n., 205 n., 208. 
Pope, Alex., 60, 134. 

Prolusions, fapell, 110. 

Promos and Cassandra (1578, 
4to), Whetstone, 2, 12, 91 n. 
Prophetess (acted 1622,rfolio 1647), 
169. , 

' Psaumes, Marot (1541-3), 29. 
Fseudohu, Plautua, 216 il 


Puritan Widow, 134. 

Quarrels of Authors, Disraeli, 
173 n. 

Quhn of Corinth (ataed 1618, 
folio 1647), Fletcher, <55, 168. 

llacine, 18. 

Paleigh, l^ir W., 35. 

Ralph Roister Doiher, Udall 
(acted 15j52, printed 1507), 10. 

liapfof Liicrccc (1608, 4to), Hey- 
Avood, 181. f 

liccu, Isaac, 134. 

Register of National Bihliograjdu/, 
Courtney, 142. 

Retrospective Review, 30 n. 

Return frSin Parnassus (1601 2; 
pt. ii.^uinted 1606), 215 [Arb^r]. 

Revc7f gc of i^ussy d^Ambois (1613), 
(yhapij)ffti, 193, 195. 

Revenger's Tragedy (1607, 4to), 
Tourneur, 189- 190. 

Revisal of Shakespeare's Text 
(HO.'^), Heath, 135. 

Key Holds, 178. 

Eich, Barnabe, 64, 81. 
t Richard II. (quarto 1597), 38, 50, 
67, 68, 71, 75. 76 n., 113, 117, 
119 n., 129 n. ; account of, 66. 

RieJutrd III. (quarto 1597), 6, 71, 
87, 88, 119 n., 125, 133 n. ; ac- 
count of, 65-66. 

Richardus Tertius, by Thomas 
LeggelSbakesp, Soc., 1844], 11. 

Kobertson, 94 n. 

Robert the Second, 172, 198. 

Robinson, Humphrey, 151 n. 

Romeo and Juliet (quarto 1697), 
40, 60, 62, 68, 80 82, 83, 87, 

101, 113, 119, 125 n., 129 n., 
138 ; account of, 70-71. 
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Romeus and Juliet^ Brooke, 70. 

Rosalynde^ Lodge, 77. 

Rowe, Nicholas, £4, 134. 

Rowley fiSaml. (d. 1633), 10% 170. 

Rowley ,^WilliaTn (1585-1642), 45, 
151, 152, 170, 172,^ 176, :177, 
179 n., 181, 183 n. ; and Fletcher, 
works of, 1^9. 

Roxana (K92), Alabaster, 215 n. 

Rucellai, 11 n. 

Ruggle, Geo. (1575-^622), 11 n., 
216,. ^ 

Ryle a Wife and have a^Wife 
(^cted 1624, printed 1640), 
Fletcher, 167. 

Rymer, Thomas, GO. 

% 

Sad'^'^^hepherd (1641),^ Jonsoii, 
■201-n. , . 

Sainti^>Mry, Rrof., 

Sapho and PJuw (1584, 4to), Lyly, 

19 -.. 

Sardou, 9l. 

Satira-mastix (acted 1601 - 2, 
quarto, 1002), llekkcr, 173, 199. 

Schelling, Felix E., 7 n. 

Schmidt, Alex., 137. 

Scornful Lady (1016), 157, 158, 
168. , 

Scot, 93 n. 

Scotland under her Early Kings, 
Robertson, 94, n. 

Scott, Sir Waller, 80 n. 

Scottish Historie of James IVth 
slain at Flodden (1598, 4to), 
Greene, 24 n. 

Scourge of Folly (1611), Davies, 
55. 

Sea Voyage (acted 1622, folio 
1647), ! 

Sejanus (1603), Jonson, 183, 191,*' 
,199, 2f0, 211. , 


Seneca, 5, 7, 10, 11, 53. 

Ser Giovanni, 72. 

Shakescene, 23. * 

ShaSbspeare, John, 54. 

Shakespeare, William, 4, 6, 7,4>, 

21, 23, 24, 29, 32, 38, 39, 40, 

42, 45, 49, 50, 51, 53, 153 n., 

• 158, 166, 183, 190, 192 n., 193» 

198 n., 203, 204, 206, 207,216; 
Bankside, 117 n. ; death of 
(1616), 58; Doubtful Playa, 
108-111 ; Expcrimentiil Plays, 
61-68 ; General Characteristics, 
122-133; goes to London and 
^ joins theatrical companies 
(1587?), 55 back at Stratford 
(1596), 57 ; History and (iMnedy, 
68-84^ life of, 54-60;* married 
to Anne Hathaway (1582), 54 ; 
Metrical Development, 111-117; 
nineteenth-century editions of, 
136; poaches on Sir Thomas 
Lucy’s estate, 55; Romance, 
100-111 ; Shakes pcareana, 133- 
142; students’ editions of, 136, 

137 n. ; tables of plays, 62 n., 

69 n., 84 n., 138; Tragedy, 84- 
100; use of prose, 117*122. 
Shakespeare and his Times ( 1817), •* 
Drake, 135. 

Shakespeare Index (1866), Halli- 
I well, 137. 

Shakespeare Lexicon, Schmidt, ISl, 
Shakespeare Restm'cd, 134. • 

Shakespeare's Lihran'y^ (1875), 
Hazlitt, 139. • 

Shakespeare's Plutarch (1875), 
Skeat,^. 

Shakespeare's Versification 
! Walker, 137.^ * , 

Shakespearian Grammar, Abbott, 

137 . • 
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Shakspere'i JTolinshed (180G), 
Boswell-Stone, 139. 

Sha^, Bernard, 169. 

Shelley, 33, 144. 

^Shepheardes Calendar ^ Spenser, 
28. 

Sherlock, Martin, 135. 

Shirley, 151, 193; and Fletclier, | 
works of, 169. 

Shoemaker's Holiday (1600), Dek- 
ker, 172, 173, 174. 

Sicelides (1631), Pliineas Fletcher, 
216 n. 

Sidney, Sir Philip, 17, 95, 214 n. 

Silent Woman (1609), Jonson, 
204, 205 n., 209. , 

SirJoii^ Oldcastle, 134. 

Sir John Van Olden Barnavelt 
(acted 1619), 168. * 

Sixe Court Comedies^ Blount 
(1632), 19. 

Skeat, 139. 

Smethwick, John, 133. 

Sonnets^ Shakespeare, 57. 

Sophonisha. Trissino (1515), 11 ; 
Marston (1606), 102. 

Spanish Curate (acted 1622, folio 
1647), 157 n.., 169. 

* Spanish Gipsie (1653, 4to; ap, 
Middleton), 177. 

Spanish Tragedie (licenpd 1592, 
first extant ed., 1594), Kyd, 30, y 
31, 43,48, 71, 89u. 

^Specimens of English Dramatic 
Poets (1808), Lamb, 144. 

Spenser, 33, 53, 59, 60, 73, 95. 

Stapfer, M., 140. 

Staple of News (1625)^ Jonson, 

201 , 202 , 211 . . 

I^t^vens, George,' 134, 139, l4^d. 

Stephens, John, 215 n. 

S*5U, 0. 


Stokes, H. P., 137, 138. 

Stowe, 49. 

Straparola, 76 n.. 

Studky, 10 n. c 

Suckling, Sir John, 60. 

Sun's Darling (1656), 172, 173, 
175 n. ' 

Supplemental Apolggy for the 
Believers * in the Shakespeare 
Papers (1799), Chalmers, 135. 

Supposes, TJtc, Gascoigne (acted 
1566f, 11, 19, 74. 

SurreJ, Earl of, 10, 38. 

Swinburne, Mr., 40, 107, 140. ^ 

Tale of Gamelyn, 77. 

Tamhurlain^ the Great (acted 
1588, printed 1592), Marhwe, 
24 n., 35', 34, 35, 37, ^8, 39, 45 ; 
account of,^40-44. 

Tamifig of the Shrew (1623), 6, 9, 

• 114 n., 137 n., 153 n., 167; ac- 
count of, 74. 

Tancred and Gismunda ^.cted 
1568, quarto' 1591), Wilmot, 
11 . 

TarltonsNewes out of Purgatork 
(1590), 76 n. 

Tasso, Fairfax’s, 103 n. ^ 

Technogamia, Holyday, 216 n. 

Tedder, 141. 

(1623), 56, 64, 100, 111,115, 
166, 169; account of, 104-106. 

Tenne Tragedies of Seneca, 10 n. 

Tennyson, 126. 

Theatres*" and their appurten- 
ances, 14-16. 

Theobald, Lewis, 134, 139. 

Thierry and Theodoret (printed 
1621), 168. ‘ 

Thomas, 106 n. 

ThoiTidike, Mr., 153. * 
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Timon of Athms (1623), 86, 99, 
109 ; account of, 96-98. 

Timont or the Mieanihropet Lu- 
cian, 96. ^ 

Tm Pity, 149. 

Tit%LS J^dronkue (quarto 1600), 
31, 32, 48, 52, 133; Account of, 
67-68. 

Tom Jon^, 2lo n. • 

Tomkis, Thomas (11. 1614), author 
of Albumazar, 216»n. 

Tourneur, Cyril (1575-16264, 146, 
147, 148, 149, 150, 152 n.# 191; 
account of, 188-191 [Plays and 
Poems, ed. Churton Collins, 

2 vols., 1878; with Webster, 
Mermaid, ed. Sy^nds, 1888; 
fo^new facts Governing, see 
•art..by Thomas SeccoiRbe, Diet, 
Nat. Bwg',, vol. luii.]. 

Tragedy, Early, 10-14'. 

Tragedy of Byron (1608), Chap-* 
man, 193, 194, 195. 

Tragedy of Hoffman (1602, printed 
1031), 172 iL • 

Tragedy of Loerinc, 134. 

Tragicall History of Dr. Faustits, 
45. 

Transfomned Metamorphosis, 
Tourneur, 188. 

Trick to catch the Old One (1608), 
Middleton, 176. 

Trissino, 11. 

Troilus and Cressida (quarto 
1609), 59, 84, 89, 126 u. ; ac- 
count of, 89-90. • 

Troublesome Raigne and Lament- 
able Death of Edward II. See 
under Edward II. 

Troublesome Raigne of King John 
(1591, 4to), 7, 71. 

Troy Books, Lydgate, 89. 


True Chronicle Histm'y of King 
Leir and his Three Daughters 
(1605, 4to), 95. • 

Ti^lO^ragedie of Richard Duke 
of Yorke, 65. , # 

Twelfth Night {\m), 8, 70, 77, 84, 
111, 121, 138 ; account of, 80-81. 

Two Gentlemen of Verona (1623), 

* 21, 56, 82, 105, 119 n. ; account 
of, 64-65. 

Two Noble Kins-mm (acted 1613 ? 
printed 1634), 109, 110, 137 n.‘ 
170. 

Two Tragedies in One (1601), 
Yarington, 51. 

‘Tyrwhitt, Tho^., 135. 

Udall, Nicholas, 9, 10. 

Ulysse^ Redux (1692), Gager, 
216 n. 

Underwoods (folio 1640), 212. 

Upton, John, 64, 135. 


Valentinian (acted 1619, printed 
1647), Fletcher, 156, 157, 167. 
Venus and Adonis, 56, 63, 193 n. 
Villeniain, 140. 

Villon, Francois, 23, 27. 

Virgin Martyr (1622, 4to), 172, ,*• 
173. 

Vischer, F. T., 140 n. 

yUa Ma^ni Tamerlanis (1551), 

• Perondus, 41. 

Volpone (1605, 1607, 4to), Jouson, . 
153 n., 199, 206, 207, g08, 209, 
210 . • 


Voltaire, 88. 

Vorlesung^ Kreyssig, 140 n. 


Walker, W. Si(#ey, 137, 139. 
Walsingham, Sir Thomas, 36.* * 
Walton, Izaak, 215 n. ^ 
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WarbuTton, 1.34. 

Ward, Dr. A. W., 5 n., 138. 

Waiping for Fairt Women (1599, 
4to), 32, 61. 

War%oickShaJzespeare{\9&^-\^^)i 

i36n. 

Webster, John (1580 M625?), 143, 
146, 147, 148, 149, 150, 172, 
188, 190; account of, 182-188 
\WorkSt ed. A. Dyce, 4 vols., 
1830, re-issued 1857, and in 1 
voL, 1866 ; ed. Hazlitt, 4 vols., 
1856 ; Mermaid, with Tour- 
neur, ed. Symonds, 1888]. 

Westward for Smelts, 103 n. 

Westward .Ho (1607.4to), 173, 183. 

Whall^, Peter, 13o. 

What wUl (1607), Mar.ston, 
77, 192 n. # 

When you see me you know me 
(1605, 4to), S. Rowley, 106, 
179 n. 

Whetstone, George, 2, 12, 91. 

White Dew7(prod. 1607-8, printed 
1612), Webster, 183, 186 n., 187- 
188. 

Widow, The (1652), 176. 

Widow's Teares (1612), Chapman, 
194 n. 

Wife for a Month (acted 1624, 
printed 1647), Fletcher, 155, 
167. f 

Wild Goose Chme (acted 1621, 
printed 1652), Fletcher, 157 n., 
167. , 

Wilkins, George (6. 1607), 97, 109. 

Wilmot, Robert (1568-1608), 11. 


Winter's Tgle (1623), 23, 91 n., 
100, 101, 102, 105, 130, 137 n.; 
account of, 103-104. 

Wise Woman of Hogsdon (1638), 
He3"wood, 181. ^ 

Wit at Several Weapoih (folio 
1647), 171. 

Witch, The, Middleton, 180 n. 

Witch of E/imonton (1658, 4to), 
172. “ 

Wit without fMoney (1639), Flet- 
cher, 167. 

Womifn Hater (1607, 4to), Beau- 
mont, 159 n. 

Woman in the Moone (printed 
1597), Lyly, 19. 

Wo7nan is a^ Weathercock (1612, 
4to), Fields' 152, 176 [Do^sley 
and Mfcrmaid ap. Nero , and 
Other Playsi^. * 

Woman kiKed with KihJncss 

e (1603, printed 1607), Hey wood, 
181-182. 

Woman's Prize (acted 1630, 
printed 1 647), Fletcher, 1 oJ, 167. 

Women beware Women, Middle- 
ton, 179-180. 

Women Pleased (printed 1647), 
Fletcher, 167. 

Wriothesley, Henry, jHay dedi- 
cated to, by Shakespeare, 57. 

Wyatt, Sir Thos., 173. 

Wyndham, Mr., 140. 

Yarington, Robert (fl. 1601), 51. 

Yorkshire- Tragedy (1608, 4to), 
51, 52, 134. 



HANDBOOKS OF 
ENGLISH LITERATURE 

• Edited bT Profess^ Hales . 

• • * * 

“The admirable series of handbooks edited by Professor Hales is rapidly 

taking sha])e as one of the liest histories of our literature that are at the dis- 
posal of the student. . . . [When complete] there is little doubt that we shall 
have a history of*Enjjlish^ literature whifh, holding a middle course between 
the rapid geffbral survey and the minute examination of particular periods, 
will long remain a standard work.” — Manchester Guardian. 

Crongi 5^*. net each. 

THE A*GE OF ALFRED (6dlt-ii54). By F. J. Snell, M.A. 

THE AGE OF CHAUCER (1346-1400). By F. J. Snell, M.A., with an 
Introduction by Pkoi'essor Hales. ^ 

THE AGE OF TRANSITKKV (1400-1580). By F. i. Snell, M.A. In 
2 vols. Vol. 1 : Th«^\>cts. Vol. II: The Diamatists and Pros^Writers. 

.an Introduction b^ Professor Hales. ^ 

THE A.(;E yi'.'.SHAKESrKAKK (i 57 >.)-it'> 3 A l’>y Thomas Seccombf 
and ^ W. Allen.^Ui 2 voK. Vol. 1 : Poetry and Prose, with an In- 
ti oduclion by Professor llAr.Es. Vo. II; Diam.a. 

THIC AGE OF .MU/rON (1632-1660). By the Rr. Rev. J. H. B. Masterman, 
M.A., with an Introdiirtion, etc., by J. Bass Mui.linijkr, M.A. 

THE A^iiE OF DRY DEN (16O0-1700). By Richard Garnett, C.B., 
LL.D. 

THE AGE OF POI'E (1700-1748). By John Dennis. 

THE AGE OE JOHNSON (174S-179S), By d'lioMAS Skccomre. 

THE ACiE OF WORDSWORTH (1798-1832). By C. 11 . IIerkord, 
JdU.D. • 

THE AGE OF TENNYSON (1830-1870). By Professor Hugh Walker, 
M.A. . ^ 

OrfNIONS OF^THE PRESS 
THE AGE OF ALFRED 

m 

“Mr. Snell has contribute! another excellent volume to the Handliooks of 
English Literature. We should haully have thought it possilile to give, within* 
the moderate limits allowed to him, so satisfactory an account of the writers 
of the somewhat remote period he deals ilh. . . . Eiffli the professed student of 
our eldest literaUie wall look with appreciation on this voUmic, which testifies 
to the existefte of an interest in Anglo-Saxdfi unknown vhen Dr. Swee^— so 
iccently lost to us — began his missionary labours.” — Glasgow IJcratd. * 

“ Mr. Snell’s volume forms as complete and careful a survey of the literature , 
of this age as could well be compressed into so small a compgss.” — Guardttin. 



THE AGE OF CHAUCER 

“ This little monograph may lay fair claim to be regarded as complete, acute, 
stimulating, and scholarly .” — School World, * 

^'The ])ook is thoroughly u^fp-date, an important coAsideration in dealing 
with Middle English literaturlfand does n«» lose itself in too mfciute a con- 
• eid^ration of those works which are only of philological and noJt of literary 
value. The accounts of the W. Midland alliterative poetry, of trie develop- 
ment of prose, and the work of the poet Gower, artf specially good. The treat- 
ment of Chaucer is thorough and scholarly .” — University Correspondent, 

• • 

** An admirable handliook, dealing in a lucid style and in a highly critical 
spirit with one of the most important periods in the history of English litera- 
ture. Westminster Revieiv, « 


THE AGE OF TRANSITION 

“ The work is a model of its kind, and should act as a pleasant stimulant to 
all readers to whom words and phrases are of little less importance than rare 
gems and precious mAals and the gewgaws of the jew'eller .” — Morning Post. 

“ A mSf lucid and succinct account of English and Scottish literatuw. during 
the period that intervenes befj^een Chaucer and SjJbnscr. . . . The whole work 
is conspicuously able and careful, and it lights up w^h fresh’ and continuous 
interest a somewhat dull and very perplexed, but most important Jljiiod. It 
ought to be in the ^nds of all studenk of* English \iiti2X\xct,**-~-Edt4cationat 
Times, , . • 


THE AGE OF MILTO^ 

** A very readable and serviceable manual of English literature during the 
central years of the seventeenth Glasgow Herald, 

“ A carefully and, in general, a clearly written account of an important period 
•jof English literary activity. ” — Leedj> Mercury, ^ 

“A very excellent little text-book full of concise and well-digested learn- 
ing. ” — Pctll Mall Gazette. ^ 

*^Mr. Masterman has written a b(|>k which combines the preciseness of a 
text-book with the fullness of thought of a monograph. Indeed, this compact 
lietle work will be studied with ns much earnestness by the student as it wjll be 
read with pli^asure by the lover of hlles lettres, , , , We lay down the book, 
delighted with what we have read.” — Birmingham Daily Gazette. 

A work which reflects the utmost credit on its author . . . luminous and 
at the same time impartili^” — Westminster Review, 

“This excellent ^itome . . a very happily indicates the goUen afterglow 
of <thfr Elizabethan sot.” — Daily Chronicle, 

* excellent sketch. ... Mr. Masterman seems to write from his ^wn 

knowledge ; .his judgements are sound and his style is agreeable.” — Times, 



• THE AGE OF DRYDEN 

'*This scholarly little volume from the learned pen of Dr. Garnett. . . . 
Within the limits of his epace Dr. Garnett surveys the several departments 
of literature in this period with singular comprehensiveness, broad sympathy, 
and fine critical sagaflty.” — Tinus. • 

“The senes which Professo^kales is editing aims at l)eing that very dif- , 
ficult and important something between the text-book for schools and ^he* 
gracefully allusive literary tfssay. Dr. Garnett has done his part of the work 
admirably. Most readable is his book, written with a fine sense of propor- 
tion, and containing many independent judgements, yet even, so far as minor 
names and 4»^tes and faots are concerned, complete enough for all save a 
searcher afi-er minutiae.” — Bookman, 

“Dr. Garnett has sucSeeded in presenting^ its more notable characteristics, 
while mapping out a course of ^udy for those who are bent on making thenf- 
selves acJtjuainted with those wr^ers at first hand.” — Daily News. 

“ Though planned on the scale of the manual, this book is actually the first 
attem|Tt worth naming to gr.Tsp in one separate review the literature of the last 
forty years of the seventeenth century, a time which, as Dr. Garnett well says, 

‘ with all its defects, had a faculty for producing masterpieces.’ Dr. Garnett’s 
name is a warrant for hi^acquaintance not only with the masterpiece^but with 
much bcdcles, and with more than all that need be named in the kiifdof survey 
he ‘undertake^”— Guardian. ^ 

** It is an ably-writtelf and interesting sketch of the literary history of its 
period, wnich reviews the literature of the time so as to make the academic 
tradition of the subject so interesting that readers of the book will be stimu- 
lated to read in the* originals for themselves,” — Scotsman. 

* THE AGE OF POPE 

“A 'handbook ’ is scarcely a fair^description of so readable and companion- 
able a volume, which aims not only at giving accurate information, but at 
directing the reader’s steps 'through a country exhaustless in variety and 
interest.’ ” — Spectator. • 

“The biographical portion of Mr. Dennis’s book is really admirable. The 
accuracy of the details and the knowledge exhibited by the author of the 
social and political life of the ^Wriod show how tlioroughly he has mastered 
his subject. ” — Weshtinsier Review. 4 

“Mr. Dennis writes freely and simply, and with a thorough knowledge ^f 
the period with which he deals, and goes straight to the point without revelling 
in circum.'imbienl fancies, 'l^e result of this is that in 250 pages of good print 
we have as concise a history of Queen Anne literature as w'e could wish.” — 
Cambridge R^iav. 

“ An excellent little volume.” — Aihenaum. ^ 

“A new series of handbooks of English literature undy the general direc- 
tion of Profftsor Hales cannot but promis^well, and it/performs very well 
indeed in its first volume, ‘ The Age of Pope.’” — Manchester Guardian.^ • 

“We can hardly imagine a critical and biographical handbook of the period • 
l)ett 9 r executed.”— Dr. Bayne ft the Literary World. • _ * 



THE AGE OF JOHNSON 

**The uniform excellence of Mr. Seccombe’s manual of English literary 
history from 1748 to 1798 affords scarcely any opening for detailed criticism. 
Little can be said, except that everything is just as it ought to be : the ar- 
rangcShient perfect, the length the notices justly projff)rtioned, the literary 
judgements sound and illuminsamg ; while tMr main purpose of ctnveying in- 
^ i)ripation is kept so steadily in view that, while the book is wortlj^^ of a place 
in the library, the student could desire no better guide for an examination.” — 
Bookman. * 

“ He has knowledge, lie is eminently careful, and, best of rjl in a handbook- 
maker of this kind, he is judicial. *\Vc like Mr. *Secconibe’s arrangement. 
There is a capital introduction, solid and grave rather than brillian^, on which 
the student may stand in confidence before he dives oft into the stream of his 
tutor’s survey. Briefly, we have here a thorough, almost encyclopaedic, review 
of a gjeat literary period-stimulating to the yminger student, and to Jiis elder 
refreshing by its perception.” — Outlook. f 

“ This book is one of the best of its kind, and we heartily recommend it to 
our readers. ''—Journal of Education. 

“ One cannot hut be struck by the alertness of his observations and tlic 
sufficiency of his kno 4 lledge. The labour involved in ^hc production of sucl/a 
volume amtjiis is immense. The temjitation to be frolix is always-^uesent, 
but it has been faithfully resiled. To tlie very eiyl of the volume the aiUhor 
preserves his freshness, and%is attention to detail never flags* Tlie young 
student could not read a better hook to gel a comprAensive and y^^dctaileil 
account of the literary history of the htler half of tTie eighteenth century.”- - 
Morning Post. • 

“ Mr. Seccombe has supplied an admirable! volume to an excellent scries. 
Ilis biographies are models of condensation .and accuracy, and his l^ok may 
be read with pleasure and studied with advantage.’'— a 7 id Qttencs. 

“ Ilis criticisms, though brief, arc fresh and stimulating, and, they display a 
good deal of varied learning.” — Atheruvunr^ 

“ His monograph, closely packed with facts and yet pleasantly written, is a 
very useful addition to a useful series.” — Guardian. 

\ • 

THE AGE OF WORDSWORTH 

“ It is an admirable littl<#work all the way through and o^e which the ripest 
students of the period may read with Interest and Guardian. 

“ A full index and a chronological table adcl value to the book, which is both 
h.fhdy and accurate as a text-book and readable as a contribution to the litera- 
ture of crititfism. Mr. llerford has thrown light «|,n his period by considering 
mainly its relation to ‘ far-reaching and many-sided revival of imaginative 
power commonly known as Komatiticism,’ and his work is not only informing 
but suggestive.” — Manchi^'ler Guardian. 

“The introductory cssa^on Romanticism in our literature is an admirable 
piece of w'ork, full o^uggeslive tonight, but Professor Herford is«jt his best— 
and %very fine bes* it is — in his brief summaries of the lives and works of 
individual writers. His Cobhett, his Lamb, and others that might he in- 
• slanged, are veritable gems of biographical a^d critical compression presented 
with true litejary finish.”— World. 



' The desiderated text-book of the period 1798 to 1830 a.d. is no longer to 
seek. More than that, it has been written by the one Englishman most com- 
petent to deal with it. Whatever Professor Herford does he does well; but he 
has given us nothing at once so good and so helpful as this book.” — University 
Correspondent, 

THE AGE OF TENNYSON 

% • • 

I* A capital little handljuok ot modelrn English literature.” — limes. 

“An instructive and readable manual . . . an admirable first text -book on 
the sill )jcct. ” — Seotsman. • 

“ Professiir Walker haff done his allotted task with singular skill, wonderful 
judiciousness, critical insight, adequate knowledge and mastery of facts, keen 
discernment of qualitics^nd eflectiveness of jgroui)ing. . . . We have read no 
review of the whole of the Tennysoniap age so genuinely fresh in matter, 
methock style, critical canons, *and selcctedncss of jihrase. As a small book 
on^a great subject, it is a specii^ treasure.” — Educational News, 

‘Jt is altogether difficult to imagine how, within the space at disposal, a 
better work couldjiave been jiroducod.^ Its continuity is no less noticeable 
than its unity, ami its proportion and perspective are well-nigh perfect.” — 
Methodist 7 imes. • 

“ So^onvenient andV) accurate a survey. 

... 

THE ?UGE OF SHAKESPEARE 

“Both volumes, are pcellently done, with knowledge, judgement, and a 
pleasant touch of vivacity. It is no easy matter to make a text-book both in- 
forming^nd readable; but here the feat is accomplished. I have read ‘The 
Age of Sliake.speare With unflagging interest and pleasure. . . . Everywhere 
one has the restful sensation of dealing with men of comiietcnt scholarship and 
souml critical in>.tinct. Especially v^aluablc, to my thinking, is the chronological 
table of the chief publications of each year from 1579 to 1630.” — Mr. William 
Archer in the Morning Lender. 

“ M. Scccoinbe el M. Allen out patieinmenl et methodiquement, avec une» 
precision scjTntifique et line scrupuleuse conscience, cludie tout ce qui meritait 
d'etre signale, faiSaiil aux <euvrcs et aux ecrivains leut part, selon Timportance 
de chacun. Ils ne se sont nullcpart conlentes d’atjpryus cmprunles a d’autres 
et de jugemenls lr»ditionncIs. l^eur travail laisse an lecteiir cette impression 
constante que toiites les critiques ici exprimees ont la fraicheur et la saveiir 
d’opinions personnellcs tlirectement formees. Nous avons on eflet rarement jfu 
chez* des critiques anglais, de jugements plus libres, plus afiranchis d’exag^ra- 
tion, et aussi de cette adn#ration un peu aveugle et sans gjiscefnement qui 
cntache la plupart des etudes consacrces aux grands ecrivains du si^rcle 
d’Elizalieth. Les amateurs d’exposes brillants et dc developpements cloquents 
y peuvent trouver leur compte. Mais la verite, l^ustesse d’appreciation et 
I’cxact scntinient des choses s’accommodent beaucoup mimix de I’etude prefeise 
et impartial dans laquelle M. Sc^combe®et M. Allenfjugent sainement et 
equitablement let defauts aussi bien q«c les meriles.” — Revue Universitfir?, 
“An excellent aid to the systematic study of one of the greatest periods of , 
our^iterature .” — Daily News, • ♦ • 



* The Age of Shakespeare is fresh and unconventiona in its brisU outlook, 
and shows not a trace of pedantry in its critical dicta. The book’s aim is to give 
us a quick but comprehensive view of the main body of Elizabethan literature 
and to assess its documentary and aesthetic value in a running critical com- 
mentary, and in both these respects * The Age of Shakespeare ’ is an achieve- 
ment^uite out of the common.” — Atademy and Literature. 

Brief outlines are given of every notable dSreer in letters, and ^thy critical 
Estimates are added which reveal wide reading, scholarly care, andi^ndependen^ 
conclusions. These two volumes are, in short, a nojable accession to the useful 
series to which they belong, and they constitute a luminous aid to the inter- 
pretation alike of the scope and quality of thtt literary activity which has 
rendered the * Age of Shakespeare ’ classic in the annals of Engli^ literature.” 
— Standard, 

• 

“The level maintained by the collaborators seems#very high.” — Manchester 
Guardian, • « 

“. . . An excellent manual of Elizabethanrtiterature . . . The criticism in 
both parts of the work is rapid, vigorous, vivacious, suggestive and independent. ” 
— Glasgow Herald, * 

“Rarely, even in tjjese days of stern compression, is so much bestowed in 
small compass.” — Leeds Mercury, ^ ^ 

“ The sections devoted to a study of Shakespeaj|e’s plays are full ortnforma- 
tion, and edited with scholany insight and impartiality.” — YoirksiUre 'Post', 

“ The amount of scholarship condensed into thescili tile books is astmishing. 
The student is not, only amply supplied yith information, bifi put on the right 
track towards a just appreciation of the sixteenth-century aiUthors. The styles 
are discussed, their peculiarities sharply defined and illustrated, with the result 
that the reader, instead of being left with merely an accumulation oy;iistorical 
material, which is all that can be got from the majority*of text-books, derives 
a very good working knowledge of the age. The books do not pretend to supply 
the place of personal study, they are not/ crammers” handbooks; thay are 
admirable guides and incentives. ” — Lwerpool Mercury, 

, “ Wc do not know where the student of literature could find a safer or more 

'stimulating guide,” — Spectator, • 

“Written with sympathetic insight, and showing a spirit of fresh and inde- 
pendent criticism which carries it beyond the class-room into the study.” — 
Contefnporary Review, • * 

“The book is a well-informed and well-connected and intelligent exposition 
of its subject. It is more than a mere handbook. It is a history ^ though ‘on a 
small scale.^ of Education, 
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